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1.  SCOPE  OF  REPORT 

The  Preliminary  Report  on  the  Wood- We  lie  sley  Streets  Redevelopment  Area 
outlined  a  study  of  the  area  and  proposals  for  its  redevelopment.  This 
report  presents  further  studies  and  proposals  prepared  by  the  Planning  Board 
and  the  three  alternative  developers,  Soules  Construction  Ltd,,  Ridout  Real 
Estate  Ltd.  and  Hubert  Buildings  Ltd.,  previously  referred  to  as  Developers 
A,  B  and  C  respectively.  The  developers’  proposals  are  analysed  and  compared 
and  in  the  appendices  are  oopies  of  relevant  reports. 

A  description  of  the  area  and  a  statement  of  redevelopment  problems  were 
included  in  the  Preliminary  Report  and  are  not  repeated  here.  However,  such 
extracts  as  are  necessary  to  make  this  report  largely  self-explanatory  are 
reproduced. 

2.  INTRODUCTION 


On  Wednesday  27th  July,  1955  the  Board  of  Control  received  the  Preliminary 
Report  on  the  Wood-We lie sley  Streets  Redevelopment  Area.  General  discussion 
was  postponed  until  Wednesday  3rd  August  when  the  three  potential  developers 
of  the  area  were  invited  to  attend  and  put  forward  their  proposals. 

On  the  3^d  August  the  Preliminary  Report  of  the  Planning  Board  and  the 
proposals  of  the  developers  were  discussed  in  detail.  In  the  course  of 
these  discussions  it  was  indicated  that  consideration  should  be  given  to  the 
redevelopment  of  all  that  part  of  the  designated  area  lying  between  Alexander 
and  Wellesley  Streets,  with  the  possible  exception  of  the  north-west  corner 
facing  on  Wellesley  Street,  and  that  various  other  points  needed  clarification. 

In  particular  the  developers  were  asked  to  further  consider  the  following 
points 

Soules  Construction  Ltd. 


(a)  The  proposed  financial  arrangements,  and  in  particular  the  price 
to  be  paid  for  the  land  if  freehold  and  the  lease  rental  and  tax 
arrangements  if  leasehold. 

(b)  Possible  adjustment  of  the  site  plan  to  the  suggested  area. 

(c)  Possible  modification  of  buildings  to  improve  the  individual  units 
and  reduce  the  overall  density. 

(d)  The  performance  guarantee  bond. 

Ridout  Real  Estate  Ltd. 


(a)  The  proposed  development  plan. 

(b)  Willingness  to  undertake  redevelopment  on  leasehold  or  freehold  bases. 
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(c)  Proposed  taxation  and  ground  rental  arrangements  if  leasehold. 

(d)  Proposed  rentals. 

(e)  The  performance  guarantee  bond. 

Hubert  Buildings  Ltd. 


(a)  Possible  arrangements  for  developing  both  blocks. 

(b)  Possible  alternative  building  designs  and  site  plans. 

(c)  Proposed  rentals. 

(d)  The  performance  guarantee  bond. 

In  addition  the  Board  of  Control  asked  for  the  following  reports, 
included  in  this  report  as  the  appendices. 

1.  From  the  City  of  Toronto  Planning  Board  on  the  possibility  and 
advisability  of:- 

(a)  Moving  the  Building  of  Gypsum  Lime  and  Alabastine  (Canada) 
Limited  at  No:  50  Maitland  Street  to  the  south  side  of 
Wellesley  Street,  -and- 

(b)  Excluding  from  the  redevelopment  schemes  this  relocated 
building  and  other  buildings  on  the  south  side  of  Wellesley 
Street,  between  it  and  the  Rapid  Transit  Right-of-Way. 

2.  From  the  Assessment  Commissioner,  the  City  Treasurer  and  Executive 
Director  of  the  Planning  Board  on  the  effect  of  the  Metropolitan 
levy  on  the  leasehold  proposals  for  the  redevelopment  area. 

3.  From  the  City  Solicitor  and  the  City  Treasurer  on  the  best  type 
of  bond  to  protect  the  City  from  failure  of  the  Developers  to 
complete  a.  project  in  the  Redevelopment  Area  at  any  stage  of  the 
project. 

h.  The  Planning  Board,  it  was  suggested,  obtain  information  as  to 
what  relief,  in  the  event  of  economic  recessions,  is  provided 
for  Developers  in  agreements  for  Redevelopment  Projects,  in 
other  cities  similar  to  Toronto. 

A  brief  summary  of  these  reports  is  given  below: - 

1.  (a)  It  would  be  possible  to  move  the  Gypsum  Lime  and  Alabastine 
(Canada)  Limited  building  from  its  present  position  on 
Maitland  Street  to  a  position  just  east  of  No:  33  Wellesley 
Street.  The  advisability  of  moving  the  building  to  this 
position  should  be  determined  in  the  light  of  the  City’s 
decision  on  the  Redevelopment  Area  as  a  whole. 
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(b)  The  possibility  of  excluding  from  the  Redevelopment  Area  the 
north-west  corner  of  the  site  is  discussed  more  fully  later 
in  this  report.  Generally  speaking  it  would  seem  preferable 
both  physically  and  economically  to  remove  the  buildings  on 
Wellesley  Street. 

(i)  If  the  two  office  buildings  at  27  and  33  Wellesley  Street 
were  left,  together  with  the  Gypsum  Lime  and  Alabastine 
(Canada)  Limited  building  removed  from  Maitland  Street, 
it  seems  likely  that  they  may  be  replaced  at  some  time 
during  the  life  of  the  redevelopment  project.  The  new 
development  could  be  harmful  to  the  project  while  even 
the  present  buildings  detract  from  it  to  some  extent  and 
constitute  a  commercial  intrusion  into  a  residential  area. 

(ii)  It  is  not  altogether  a  happy  situation  to  have  some  of  the 
apartments  in  the  redevelopment  project  looking  out  on  to 
the  roof  of  three  office  buildings. 

(iii)  A 'solution  might  be  to  move  the  Gypsum  Lime  and  Alabastine 
(Canada)  Limited  building  on  to  a  Yonge  Street  frontage 
together  with  No:  33  Wellesley  Street.  The  possibility 
of  this  would  be  predicated  upon  the  City  acquiring  the 
used  car  lot  on  the  corner  of  Yonge  and  Wellesley,  and  the 
possibility  of  moving  the  two  buildings  over  the  rapid 
transit  lines  under  Wellesley  Street 

2.  While  no  report  is  presented  on  this  point  it  has  been  ascertained 
that  the  tax  position  would  be  identical  on  either  freehold  or 
leasehold  as  the  City  has  the  power  to  collect  full  taxes  on  both 
land  and  buildings  where  a  long-term  lease  is  entered  into.  Ridout 
Real  Estate  Limited  have  agreed  that  this  should  be  done. 

However,  leasehold  may  well  offer  an  advantage  in  that  the  City 
would  receive  not  only  taxes  but  also  ground  rent  and  the  latter 
would  probably  not  be  subject  to  the  Metropolitan  Toronto  levy  as 
it  is  not  based  on  assessment. 

3.  The  report  from  the  City  Solicitor  and  the  City  Treasurer  suggests 
that  ua  financial  guarantee  bond  is  the  type  required  in  a  case  of 
this  kind”,  also  that  the  bond  could  be  underwritten  by  Insurance 
Companies  and  the  provisions  should  be  prepared  by  the  City  Solicitor. 

h,  A  study  of  redevelopment  agreements  drawn  up  in  cities  similar  to 
Toronto  shows  that  no  relief  isprovided  for  in  the  event  of  economic 
recession.  There  seems  no  reason  to  suppose  that  the  City!s  position 
would  be  materially  different  in  either  a  leasehold  or  freehold, 
agreement. 

Since  the  meeting  of  the  Board  of  Control,  the  Planning  Board  has  been 
carrying  on  negotiations  with  the  Developers,  as  a  result  of  which  further 
submissions  appear  in  this  report.  It  should  be  noted  also  that  on 
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August  2lith,  1955,  Mr,  H,  Durenburger,  President  of  Hubert  Buildings  Limited 
wrote  a  letter  to  the  Board  of  Control  incorporating  his  final  submission 
and  stating  that  the  offer  of  his  Company  would  expire  on  September  23rd, 
but  as  the  result  of  further  correspondence  this  date  was  later  amended  to 
October  10th,  1955. 
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POLICY  MATTERS  RELATING 

TO  THE  M*®: - 


Since  this  is  the  first  proposed  pnivaue  redevelopment  under  City 
sponsorship,  it  is  likely  that  it  will  establish. several  precedents  even 
though  the  exact  procedure  followed  in  this  case  may  not  be  followed 
again „  For  this  reason  it  would  be  well  to  give  careful  consideration 
to  many  of  the  provisions  of  any  agreement  entered  into  with  the  developer, 
particularly  those  provisions  which  may  be  included  in  later  agreements 
with  other  developers.  The  more  important  features  are  discussed  briefly 
in  this  report e 

The  re -location  of  residents  of  the  area: 

The  extent  to  which  the  City  should  accept  responsibility  for 
re-locating  residents  of  the  area  in  suitable  accommodation  is  doubtful. 

In  Regent  Park  complete  responsibility  has  been  accepted  on  the  basis  of 
giving  present  residents  the  option  of  being  placed  in  the  new  development 
or  of  finding  themselves  accommodation  elsewhere.  Public  responsibility 
has  not,  however,  been  accepted  where  expropriation  has  been  necessary 
for  other  public  works.  It  would  appear  that  where  housing  is  being 
provided,  an  obligation  has  been  accepted  to  assist  original  residents  of 
the  area  to  re-locate  in  the  area  if  they  wish  to  do  so.  However,  it  may 
be  that  this  obligation  is  confined  to  poor  districts  of  substandard 
dwellings  and  low  incomes.  It  might  be  mentioned  that  other  cities  with 
extensive  programmes  of  redevelopment  for  housing  purposes,  both  public 
and  private,  have  generally  developed  a  programme  of  re-locating  displaced 
residents  in  one  or  other  of  the  various  schemes  proposed. 

In  this  case  the  proposed  development  is  not  so  likely  to  suit  the 
present  residents  of  the  area  as  would  be  the  case,  for  example,  in  Regent 
Park.  Therefore,  re-location  in  the  area  is  likely  to  be  satisfactory 
for  only  a  relatively  small  number  of  these  residents.  Since  it  is  a 
central  location  and  the  properties  are  mostly  in  reasonable  condition,  it 
is  likely  that  most  of  the  owners  will  receive  quite  substantial  compen¬ 
sation  for  expropriation  and,  therefore,  will  be  able  to  find  themselves 
some  other  accommodation  should  the  proposed  new  development  on  the  site 
not  suit  them.  They  could  be  assisted  greatly  in  this  by  an  interim 
advance  towards  the  value  of  their  property,  should  they  need  the  cash  to 
enable  them  to  make  a  down  payment  on  a  new  house.  Tenants  would  be  in  a 
much  less  favourable  position  as  they  would  receive  no  compensation  for 
re-location.  However,  it  is  doubtful  what  responsibility  the  City  should 
accept  towards  them. 

It  is  important  that  a  satisfactory  solution  be  found  to  this  problem, 
not  only  because  of  the  moral  responsibility  to  help  these  people  when  they 
are  being  disturbed  in  the  interests  of  the  City  as  a  whole,  but  also  because 
any  serious  grounds  for  resentment  may  arouse  a  local  resistance  which 
would  make  further  redevelopment  schemes  politically  difficult.  Experience 
elsewhere  has  indicated  that  in  some  instances  this  resentment  can  be  quite 
considerable  although  the  importance  of  redevelopment  has  generally 
outweighed  any  local  resistances.  But  it  has  also  been  shown  that  fair 
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treatment  for  the  residents  combined  with  a  good  public  relations 
programme  to  explain  to  them  what  is  involved  and  how  they  are  protected 
can  overcome  the  majority  of  the  resistance. 

The  steps  that  could  be  taken  in  this  case  are:- 

1.  Proper  explanation  and  assurances  to  residents  of  the  area 
through  meetings  to  discuss  why  they  are  to  be  displaced 
and  the  measures  to  protect  their  interests. 

2.  The  assurance  of  fair  compensation  to  the  owners.  The  City 
must  be  above  reproach  in  this  regard. 

3.  The  opportunity  to  re-locate  in  the  area.  One  developer 
has  already  agreed  to  make  such  an  arrangement  if  required 
and  doubtless  the  other  developers  would  also  be  prepared 
to  do  so. 

h.  Assistance  in  re-locating  elsewhere  if  preferred.  A 

listing  of  purchase  and  rental  accommodation  could  probably 
be  made  and  residents  helped  to  find  something  suitable  on 
the  list.  This  might  be  done  either  at  the  City’s  initiative , 
or  through  some  arrangement  with  Real  Estate  Agents.  However, 
it  should  probably  not  be  handled  by  those  who  are  making 
expropriation  settlements  to  avoid  any  complications  or 
suggestions  or  unfairness.  Owners  might  also  be  assisted  in 
purchasing  a  new  property  by  being  given  an  advance  prior  to 
final  settlement  so  that  they  would  have  cash  available  for 
down  payment  and  other  necessary  expenses.  Tenants  might 
also  be  assisted  in  moving  to  their  new  homes. 

Beyond  these  provisions,  consideration  might  also  be  given  to  whether 
or  not  people  whose  incomes  are  in  the  appropriate  range  might  be  given 
priority  in  a  public  housing  project,  such  as  Regent  Park.  This,  however, 
would  involve  additional  negotiations  as  the  location  of  tenants  in  that 
project  is  not  within  the  control  of  the  City. 

The  Agreement: 

The  main  points  to  be  covered  in  an  agreement  between  the  City  and  the 
developer  are:- 

1.  The  redevelopment  plan. 

2 .  Land  Title . 

3.  Financial  arrangements. 

I*.  Performance  guarantee. 

5>.  Re -location  of  residents. 

1.  The  Redevelopment  Plan: 

The  agreement  should  contain  a  complete  statement  of  the  redevelopment 
plan  showing  all  necessary  details  of  the  site  plan  and  buildings  and, 
where  necessary,  additional  structural  and  other  specifications.  This 
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should  be  adequate  to  cover  the  following  points 

(a)  Assurance  that  the  development  would  in  fact  be  what  the  City 
desires.  This  is  the  main  reason  for  the  use  of  redevelopment 
powers  and  is  a  primary  means  available  to  the  City  of  ensuring 
that  redevelopment  schemes  make  up  a  most  desirable  part  of  a  city. 

(b)  The  use  of  the  redevelopment  plan  included  in  the  agreement  as  the 
official  redevelopment  plan  to  be  adopted  by  Council  and  presented 
to  the  Municipal  Board  under  the  provisions  of  Section  20  of  the 
Planning  Act,  1955.  This  would  be  the  basis  also  for  issuing  any 
special  debentures. 

(c)  The  plan  should  be  set  forth  clearly  so  that  there  is  no  doubt 
between  the  City  and  the  developer  as  to  what  the  agreement  is. 

This  should  avoid  any  possibility  of  misunderstanding  in  the 
carrying  out  of  the  development. 

2.  Land  Title; 

The  agreement  may  provide  for  the  title  to  the  land  to  be  either 
freehold  or  leasehold  or  for  a  lease  purchase  arrangement  to  be  entered 
into. 


The  advantages  of  freehold  are: - 

% 

To  the  City: 

A  cash  payment  is  received  which  helps  defray  the  immediate  cost 
of  expropriation  and  clearance. 

To  the  Developer  - 

The  investment  in  this  scheme  would  appear  to  be  more  secure  and, 
depending  upon  other  clauses  in  the  agreement,  the  developer  might 
have  greater  freedom  in  altering  the  development.  It  should  be 
noted  that  as  the  main  reason  for  the  City  using  the  redevelopment 
powers  and  possibly  reducing  the  cost  of  land  is  that  the  proposal 
to  be  carried  out  is  one  that  the  City  desires,  the  agreement  should 
provide  for  the  continuity  of  this  scheme  as  first  carried  out,  any 
alterations  to  be  subject  to  agreement  between  the  City  and  the 
developer.  To  help  meet  the  situation  where  it  might  be  necessary  to 
again  redevelop  the  area  sometime  in  the  future  to  meet  the  changed 
needs  of  the  City,  there  might  also  be  a  clause  giving  the  City  some 
say  in  the  form  of  any  such  redevelopment  when  the  time  was  ripe, 
without  necessarily  going  into  the  cost  of  expropriation. 

The  advantages  of  leasehold  are  - 

To  the  City  - 

(a)  That  upon  the  expiry  of  the  lease  the  City  becomes  the  owner  of 
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the  land  and  the  buildings  and  is  free  to  reorganize  them  in  any  way 
that  it  chooses  without  being  faced  with  the  complications  and  costs 
of  expropriation. 

(b)  The  control  of  the  development  during  its  life  becomes  a  normal 
matter  between  the  lessor  and  the  lessee  and  can  readily  be  included 
in  the  agreement. 

(c)  Due  to  the  way  payments  for  the  land  would  be  made  by  the  developer, 
it  would  be  possible  for  the  City  to  recover  a  substantial  propor¬ 
tion  of  the  cost  of  the  site,  probably  considerably  more  than 
would  be  possible  in  the  case  of  an  outright  sale  of  the  land  in 
freehold. 

To  the  developer  - 

(a)  There  would  be  no  need  to  have  a  substantial  amount  of  money  on 
hand  to  make  a  down  payment  to  purchase  the  site.  This  could 
very  considerably  reduce  the  amount  of  capital  necessary  to  initiate 
a  development. 

(b)  the  agreement  could  be  drafted  so  that  the  rental  for  the  land  could 
be  charged  against  income  tax  by  the  developer.  This  could  make 

a  substantial  difference  to  possible  earnings. 

Presumably  any  leasehold  agreement  could  include  a  clause  giving 
the  developer  first  option  should  it  be  decided  on  the  expiry  of  the 
lease  that  the  development  should  remain  for  a  further  period  of  years. 
This  should  eliminate  any  possible  complications  arising  out  of  the 
City’s  ownership  of  the  property. 

The  advantages  of  lease  purchase  are  - 

To  the  City  - 

(a)  Control  of  the  development  during  the  life  time  of  the  lease  would 
be  governed  by  the  normal  relations  of  lessor  and  lessee,  and  as 
such  could  be  incorporated  readily  into  the  agreement. 

(b)  As  with  a  lease,  it  should  be  possible  to  recover  a  substantial 
proportion  of  the  cost  of  the  site  from  the  developer. 

Tp  the  Developer  - 

(a)  At  the  end  of  the  period  of  the  lease  he  would  have  clear  title  and 
hence  his  investment  would  be  secured  in  substantially  the  same  way 
as  with  freehold, 

(b)  He  would  not  require  the  initial  down  payment  for  land. 

As  an  agreement  of  this  sort  does  not  give  the  City  the  essential 
advantage  of  a  lease,  namely  that  at  the  end  of  the  period  of  the  lease 
the  City  is  free  to  reorganize  the  area  and  redevelop  it  in  the  most 
suitable  way,  it  is  possible  that  a  clause  could  be  written  into  the 
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agreement  providing  that  at  the  time  the  expiry  of  the  lease  or  such 
other  term  as  might  be  deemed  to  be  the  life  of  the  project,  the  City 
would  have  a  say  in  the  type  of  new  development  which  was  to  replace  the 
one  provided  for  in  the  agreement. 

3c  The  Financial  Arrangements: 

In  this  regard,  the  only  provision  which  has  to  appear  in  the  agreement 
is  on  land  costs,  but  it  may  also  be  desirable  to  include  something  on 
building  costs  and  rentals.  The  balance  sheet  from  the  City’s  point  of 
view  for  the  immediate  development  can  be  stated  briefly  as  follows 

Freehold: 

Debit  -  The  City  loses  present  tax  revenue  and  the  amount  by  which  the 

cost  of  the  site  is  written  down.  This  can  be  stated  as  either 
a  capital  amount  or  an  annual  cost  of  debentures.  The  cost 
of  any  additional  services  or  installations  would  also  be  a  debit. 

Credit-  The  taxation  on  the  proposed  lands  and  buildings. 

Leasehold: 

Debit  -  Taxation  on  present  buildings  and  the  cost  of  clearing  the  site, 
either  as  a  capital  amount  or  an  annual  debenture  charge;  also 
any  additional  services  or  installations. 

Credit-  The  lease  rental  of  the  land  plus  the  taxation  on  the  proposed 
buildings.  In  this  case  the  lease  rental  of  the  land  would  be 
calculated  to  include  both  an  equitable  rental  for  the  land  and 
normal  land  taxes,  so  that  the  taxation  position  would  be  the 
same  as  in  a  freehold  agreement. 

If  the  debentures  to  cover  the  cost  of  clearance  of  the  site  were  issued 
on  a  twenty  year  basis,  the  position  at  the  end  of  that  time  would  be:- 

Debit  -  Present  taxes. 

Credit-  Taxes  on  the  proposed  buildings  and  lease  rental  of  the  land. 

This  would  remain  the  position  until  the  expiry  of  the  lease 
after  which  the  ownership  of  the  whole  project  would  revert  to 
the  City. 

Lease  Purchase : - 

The  position  here  will  be  the  same  as  for  leasehold  except  that 
at  the  expiry  of  the  period  of  the  lease  the  property  would  revert  to 
the  developer  instead  of  to  the  City.  Under  these  circumstances  the 
City  could  presumably  ask  for  a  higher  lease  purchase  rental. 

The  importance  of  the  figure  established  as  the  price  of  the  land, 
either  for  sale  or  lease,  is  evident.  However,  apart  from  its  effect  on  the 
financing  of  this  redevelopment,  there  is  the  added  significance  that  it 
establishes  a  precedent  for  a  price  which  the  City  might  charge  for  compar¬ 
able  sites  for  similar  developments.  Beyond  that,  there  may  be  repercussions 
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in  the  general  real  estate  field.  In  entering  into  an  agreement  it  might 
be  pointed  out,  however,  that  this  particular  development  is  in  some  ways 
unique,  both  in  that  it  is  the  first  of  its  kind  in  the  City,  and  also  in 
that  the  exact  procedures  followed  here  may  not  be  followed  again.  There¬ 
fore,  in  future  schemes  a  different  price  may  be  set  upon  the  lands. 

Since  the  building  costs  are  so  important  in  determining  the  tax 
revenue  from  the  development,  it  may  be  desirable  to  put  an  approximate 
figure  for  the  cost  of  a  development  into  the  agreement.  However,  this 
could  also  be  covered  by  making  the  details  of  design  sufficiently  specific 
for  an  estimate  to  be  made  of  the  approximate  cost  and  this  figure  used 
as  a  basis  for  estimating  the  approximate  tax  revenue  of  the  project.  The 
latter  seems  the  preferable  method. 

There  is  some  doubt  as  to  wh ether  rentals  should  be  specified  in  an 
agreement.  Since  the  City  is  helping  to  finance  the  development  by  writing 
down  the  cost  of  land,  it  can  be  argued  that,  as  a  matter  of  civic  respons¬ 
ibility,  rentals  should  be  established  on  a  level  which  the  City  deems 
proper  for  the  area  to  be  redeveloped.  This  would  ensure  that  the 
accommodation  was  available  for  the  people  who  were  best  housed  in  the  area 
and  that  the  effects  on  the  traffic,  transportation,  commerce  and  other 
features  of  the  City  could  be  reasonably  anticipated.  The  difficulty  would 
lie  in  establishing  fair  rentals  and  in  ensuring  that  they  were  charged. 

Fair  rentals  could  be  established  with  comparative .ease,  and  perhaps  tied 
to  some  index  of  costs.  Rent  control  machinery  adequate  for  this  purpose 
would  also  be  relatively  simple.  It  might  be  pointed  out  that  many  cities 
which  have  carried  out  redevelopment  schemes  have  in  fact  entered  into  rent 
control  agreements  with  the  developers,  for  the  above  reasons  and  on  the 
grounds  that  municipal  finances  should  not  be  used  to  assist  an  organization 
to  make  excessive  profits.  A  scheme  which  involves  high  profits  may  be 
assisted  by  the  use  of  municipal  powers,  but  is  rarely  assisted  by  municipal 
finance  also.  However,  there  is  doubt  as  to  how  far  the  City  should  go  in 
this  field  and  a  natural  reluctance  exists  to  become  involved  in  anything 
which  may  be  a  contentious  issue. 

h.  Performance  Guarantee: 

If  the  City  is  to  acquire  and  clear  the  site  for  developers,  it  is 
essential  that  it  has  some  assurance  that  the  development  will  in  fact  go 
ahead.  Otherwise,  it  may  be  left  with  a  vacant  piece  of  land  upon  which 
present  assessment  will  have  been  lost  and  future  development  will  be 
doubtful.  It  does  not  seem  likely  that  the  Wood/We lie sley  area  would  lie 
vacant  for  any  length  of  time  as  it  is  in  a  very  attractive  location. 
However,  if  a  developer  were  free  to  withdraw  from  the  contract  and  decided 
to  do  so  because  he  was  not  sure  of  the  financial  soundness  of  the  venture, 
then  it  might  be  very  difficult  to  interest  some  other  developer  in  the 
same  area. 

The  agreement  should  probably  cover  the  following  three  alternatives 

1.  If  a  development  goes  ahead  in  accordance  with  the  agreement,  then 
the  developer  pays  the  price  for  the  land  which  is  written  into  the 
agreement,  either  as  a  cash  payment  or  as  rental. 
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2.  If  the  developer,  having  obtained  the  land,  goes  ahead  with  a 
development  which  is  not  in  accordance  with  the  agreement,  then 
he  should  be  subject  to  a  penalty  at  the  discretion  of  the  City, 
up  to  a  maximum  of  the  full  cost  of  acquiring  and  clearing  the 
land  and  any  incidental  administration  costs. 

3,  If  the  developer  does  not  proceed  with  the  project  for  any 
reason  whatsoever,  the  land  should  revert  to  the  City  and  the 
developer  be  required  to  pay  a  penalty  agreed  upon  beforehand. 

This  should  cover  all  administrative  costs  of  acquisition  and 
clearance  together  with  some  amount  to  compensate  for  loss  of 
tax  revenue.  » 

It  might  also  be  desirable  to  write  into  the  agreement  a  fourth  clause 
providing  a  penalty  should  the  developer  at  some  later  date  do  something 
which  is  in  contravention  of  the  agreement.  However,  this  situation  might 
be  covered  by  normal  contract  relationship. 

5>.  Re-location  of  Residents: 

This  matter  has  already  been  discussed  at  some  length  in  this  report. 
Probably  the  only  point  of  those  previously  discussed  which  could  be 
incorporated  in  an  agreement  would  be  that  present  residents  of  the  area 
would  have  priority  in  re-location  in  the  new  project. 
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PLANNING  BOARD  PROPOSALS 


In  the  Preliminary  Report  on  the  Wood-Wellesley  Redevelopment  Area  the 
Planning  Board  proposals  were  set  out  under  the  headings  of:- 

1.  General  Conditions 

2.  Proposals 

1.  The  General  Conditions  have  not  changed  and  therefore  are  not  repeated 
in  this  report. 

2.  The  Planning  Board  Proposals  for  the  revised  area  are  shown  on  the  enclosed 
plan.  The  scheme  prepared  is  an  illustration  of  the  sort  of  development 
that  the  Planning  Board  considered  to  be  desirable.  As  with  the  earlier 
schemes  prepared  in  connection  with  the  Preliminary  Report  it  should  be 
emphasized  that  it  is  illustrative  only  and  does  not  preclude  the  possib¬ 
ility  of  other  forms  of  desirable  development. 

SITE  - 

The  site  used  in  this  proposal  excludes  No’s:  27  and  33  Wellesley  Street 
together  with  No:  50  Maitland  Street  removed  to  a  position  adjacent  to  No:  33 
Wellesley  Street.  The  plan,  however,  could  be  adapted  readily  to  the  us^  of 
the  entire  area  and,  as  previously  indicated,  there  wauld  be  some  advantage 
in  this.  It  will  be  seen  that  in  the  case  of  the  two  proposals  put  forward 
by  Soules  Construction  Limited  and  Ridout  Real  Estate  Limited  they  have  found 
it  advisable  to  remove  these  buildings. 

SITE  PLAN  - 

The  extension  of  the  area  to  cover  two  complete  city  blocks,  together 
with  the  elimination  of  Maitland  Street,  facilitates  the  planning  of  the 
area  in  a  number  of  ways.  The  unfortunate  relationship  of  tall  buildings 
to  low  ones,  which  was  an  inevitable  result  of  the  retention  of  some  apartment 
buildings  on  Maitland  Street  in  the  Planning  Board  layouts  for  the  Preliminary 
Report,  is  eliminated.  The  ratio  of  the  amount  of  open  space  to  buildings 
is  increased  while  the  density  of  apartment  units  per  acre  remains  constant. 

At  the  same  time  the  open  space  available  has  considerably  more  variety,  and 
the  possibility  of  providing  some  good  recreational  facilities  is  increased. 

The  types  of  buildings  used  in  the  Board’s  scheme  are  either  ’Y1  or 
linked-slab  blocks  l£  storey’s  high.  By  using  these  two  types  it  is  estim¬ 
ated  that  the  best  orientation  would  be  secured  for  the  maximum  number  of 
apartments,  the  overall  effect  of  the  buildings  would  not  be  too  massive  in 
scale,  it  would  provide  an  interesting  contrast  with  the  three  regular  blocks 
of  the  development  to  the  south  and  it  would  be  possible  to  provide  useful 
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open  space  both  quantitatively  and  qualitatively  within  the  area,  with  variety 
in  space  and  vegetation. 

P IRKING  - 

Parking  could  be  provided  for  Q0%  of  the  apartments.  Q0%  of  which  would 
be  underground  and  20%  at  grade.  There  would  be  plenty  of  scope  for  the 
extension  of  this  facility.  The  underground  parking  area  could  be  kept  to 
the  periphery  of  the  site  and  would  facilitate  the  growth  of  large  trees 
in  the  central  area.  It  was  considered  essential  that  as  many  large  trees 
as  possible  be  provided  to  humanize  the  scale  of  the  15  storey  buildings, 

RENTALS  - 

Rentals  were  not  studied  in  detail,  but  the  ranges,  (as  in  the  Preliminary 
Report),  appropriate  for  the  anticipated  residents  of  the  area  would  be 
approximately  - 


Bachelor  Apartments  $75.00  -  $95.00  per  month 

1  bedroom  «  $85.00  -  $115.00  "  « 

2  bedroom  »  $90.00  -  $125.00  "  ” 


_y 
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THE  DEVELOPERS 


In  the  Preliminary  Report  on  the  Wood-Wellesley  Redevelopment  area 
the  three  potential  developers  were  referred  to  as  A ,  B  and  C,  They  are:- 

A.  Soules  Construction  Limited, 

880  Bay  Street, 

Toronto. 

B.  Ridout  Real  Estate  Limited, 
h6  Bloor  St.  West, 

Toronto. 

C.  Hubert  Buildings  Limited, 

1i96  Church  Street, 

Toronto. 

(a)  Proposals  of  the  Developers 


In  this  section  the  statements  of  intention  by  the  various 
developers  are  reproduced  without  comment,  followed  by  a  brief 
analysis  of  each  proposal. 

Soules  Construction  Limited  has  put  forward  two  proposals, 
one  for  the  entire  balance  of  the  redevelopment  area  north  of 
Alexander  Street  and  one  for  the  block  between  Alexander  and 
Maitland  Streets. 

Ridout  Real  Estate  Limited  has  put  forward  two  proposals, 
one  for  the  entire  balance  of  the  redevelopment  area  north  of 
Alexander  Street  and  one  for  the  entire  balance  of  the  area 
except  the  group  of  buildings  in  the  north-west  corner  of  the 
site. 


Hubert  Buildings  Limited  has  put  forward  a  firm  proposal 
for  the  block  between  Alexander  and  Maitland  Streets,  and  a  tentative 
proposal  for  the  remaining  part  of  the  area. 
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Soules  Construction  Co, Ltd, 


CENTRAL  TORONTO  REDEVELOPMENT  PROJECT 


Due  to  the  unprecedented  strain  of  transportation  facilities  to  the 
outlying  or  suburban  districts  from  the  City  of  Toronto  and  the  deterioration 
of  housing  facilities  in  the  heart  of  the  city,  there  is  a  strong,  natural 
tendency  at  present  to  call  for  the  rehabilitation  of  these  central  areas  by 
the  removal  of  the  present  obsolete  and  inefficient  residential  accommodation. 
To  replace,  by  park  like  areas,  these  obsolete  sections  of  the  city,  and  erect 
thereon,  multi-family  apartment  buildings,  will  not  only  increase  manyfold 
the  housing  accommodation,  but  surround  them  with  open  and  recreational  space, 
and  very  important,  car  parking  facilities,  an  item  which  has  become  a  must 
with  all  modern  housing  developments. 

The  enclosed  plans  and  bird’s  eye  view  of  the  proposed  redevelopment 
of  the  area  indicated,  calls  for  six  multi-storeyed  buildings  containing 
over  2000  apartments,  principally  one  and  two  bedroom  type,  to  be  rented  at 
reasonable  and  appropriate  rentals,  plus  car  parking  for  approximately  %0%  of 
apartment  accommodation,  this  parking  accommodation  to  be  underground,  below 
the  park  and  recreational  area  surrounding  the  buildings,  the  area  so  planned 
that  the  park  area  referred  to  will  be  a  storey  height  above  the  street,  will 
give  certain  privacy,  but  also  of  paramount  importance  today,  as  the  park 
areas  would  be  fenced,  would  prevent  children  from  straying  upon  the  streets 
with  their  accident  menace.  The  park  area  would  be  laid  out  as  lawns, 
flower  gardens  and  trees  and  would  present  a  bright,  airy  new  section  of  the 
city. 


The  proposed  project,  when  completed,  would  increase  civic  revenues 
approximately  ten  times  over  that  at  present  accruing,  due  to  the  increased 
assessed  value  of  the  property.  From  a  transportation  standpoint,  the 
central  location  of  the  buildings  would  tend  to  relieve  in  no  small  way  the 
present  congestion,  as  many  of  the  tenants  would  be  able  to  reach  their  places 
of  business  without  using  street  cars,  busses  or  their  own  cars. 

The  project  reflects  the  trend  already  under  way  in  many  of  the  larger 
American  and  European  cities. 
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Soul$s  Construction  Co, Ltd. , 


TITLE 


City  of  Toronto  Planning  Board, 
City  Hall  Annex, 

Toronto, 

Ontario. 


Dear  Sir: 


re:  Central  Toronto  Redevelopment  Project 


Enclosed  please  find  Schedules  showing  area  of  . . .  and 

Schedule  of  apartment  distribution  with  suggested  rental  rates. 

Please  note  there  are  two  different  schedules  of  apartment 
distribution  permitting  some  leeway  as  to  type  of  suite  and  rental 
rates. 

If  there  is  any  further  information  you  require  please  contact 
(Developer  TA’). 


Yours  etc. 


(Sgd)  Treasurer. 


WOOD-WELLESLEY  REDEVELOPMENT  AREA 

BY  -  LAW  NO.  18  746 

OUTLINE  COPY  OF  A  PROPOSAL  BY  SOULES  CONSTRUCTION  LTD. 
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SCHEDULE  OF  APARTMENT  DISTRIBUTION 


Soules  Construction  Co. Ltd, 


TITLE 


Department  of  Planning, 
City  Hall  Annex, 
Toronto,  Ontario. 

Dear  Sirs: 


With  regards  to  an  apartment  project,  known  as  "Central  Toronto  Redevelop¬ 
ment  Project  No.  1",  we  have  given  considerable  thought  and  study  to  the 
Department’s  wishes  with  regards  to  land  usage.  We  understand  the  main 
requirements  are: 

(1)  Large,  airy  type  structure. 

(2)  Low  volume  of  habitable  rooms  per  acre  -  between  200  and  $00, 

(3)  Low  building  coverage  -  less  than  25$. 

($)  High  ratio  of  parking  spaces  -  greater  than  75$. 

(5)  Low  rental  rates. 

These  requirements,  under  normal,  downtown  land  costs,  are  not  feasible 
from  the  investors  point  of  view  unless  some  extraordinary  financing  can  be 
arranged. 


We  believe  we  can  meet  all  of  these  requirements  and  can  present  a  method 
of  financing  that  would  be  acceptable  to  the  investor  and  "City"  alike. 

General  Particulars  of  The  Project.  (Sketch  plan  attached) 


Area  of  site 
Building  area 
Coverage 

Number  of  suites  2  bedroom 
Number  of  suites  1  bedroom 
Total  number  of  suites 
Number  of  habitable  rooms 
Number  of  habitable  rooms  per  acre 
Underground  parking  area 
Number  of  parking  spaces 
%  of  parking  to  apartment  suites 

Rents: 

2  Bedroom  apartments 
1  Bedroom  apartments 
Parking 


208,^00  sq.ft,  or  $.7  acres 
$6,500  sq.ft. 

22.3  % 

31 h 

22b 

F3B 

1,$90 

317 

lliU, 000  sq.ft. 

$80 
89  % 


$110.00  month 
95.00  month 
10.00  month 


A  plan  of  financing,  as  outlined  below,  is  based  on  the  "City"  retaining 
title  to  the  land  and  renting  it  to  the  developer  on  a  long  term  lease:- 


19. 


Soules  Construction  Co. Ltd. 


The  present  assessment  is:  Land  $132,1+18.00 

Building  $259, 72$. 00 

$392,11+3.00  at  a  mill  rate  of  1+5  would 

give  the  City  a  tax  return  of 

$17,61+6.1+3. 

1 

We  have  been  told  that  it  would  cost  the  City  $1,600,000.00  to  acquire 
this  land  and  turn  it  over,  cleat,  to  a  developer.  Thus,  it  would  appear 

the  City  would  need  a  total  of  tax  and  rental  income  of  $160,000,00  to  retire 
funded  debt,  retain  present  taxes  and  show  a  return  on  investment, 

E.G.  Funded  debt  -  $1,600,000.00 3i %9  30  years 

rate  1 

Present  tax  income 

Return  on  investment  -  $1,600,000.00  @  3j$ 

Total 


We  have  estimated  the  cost  of  the  buildings,  exclusive  of  land,  to  be 
$5,1+00,000.00.  This  represents  an  assessment  of  approximately  $3,21+0,000.00 
which  at  1+5  mills  would  be  a  tax  of  $ll+5, 800.00.  We  could  enter  into  an 
agreement  with  the  City  to  rent  the  land,  on  a  thirty  year  lease,  with 
renewal  options  at  an  amount  equal  to  the  difference  between  the  building  tax 
of  $11+5,800.00  the  land- rent  would  be  $ll+,200,00.  Thus  the  City  would: 

(a)  be  guaranteed  a  minimum  revenue  of  $160,000,00. 

(b)  retain  title  to  the  land. 

(c)  increase  assessment  from  $392,11+3.00  to  $3,21+0,000.00. 

If  this  approach  is  acceptable  to  the  City  and  the  Department  of 
Planning,  we  will  immediately  proceed  with  more  detailed  plans  and  present 
them  for  your  consideration. 


@  5.39$  amortization 
$  86,21+0.00  per  year 
17,61+6.1+3 

56,000.00  per  year 

$159,886.1+3 


Yours  etc. 


PROPOSALS 


Submitted  By 


RIDOUT  REAL  ESTATE  LIMITED 


To  the  Board  of  Control  Toronto 


FOR  A  REDEVELOPMENT 

0  F 


THE  WELLESLEY-MAITIA  ND-ALEXANDER  STREET  AREA 

IN  THE  CITY  OF  TORONTO 

- 0O0 - 


September  28,  195>£ 


SUMMARY  OF  PROPOSALS 


For  ease  of  reference  the  proposals  outlined  in  this 
document  are  summarized  as  follows 


1,  Form  of  development  - 

8  apartment  blocks, 

17  storeys, 

1!?1;7  suites, 

19.5$  Bachelor  surges  =  306 

5?7*G$  1-Bedroom  Suites  =*  881* 

23.5$  2-Bedroom  Suites  =•  35>7 

Density  -  283 

2.  Parking 

1237  cars  underground  =  80$ 

overground  =  20$ 

3.  Title 

Leasrhold  70  years 

Upon  expiry  of  period 

(1)  Reversion  of  buildings  to  City 

1*.  Ground  Rental 

or 

(2)  Option  to  renextf  tenure  for  a 

further  10 5  20  or  30  years ,  then 

reversion  to  City,  or 

(3)  Redevelopment  at  no  cost  to 

City  at  end  of  tenure, 

$38,67!?  per  annum;  equal  to 

$2,707,25>0  over  a  period  of  70  yearn 

Taxes 

Full  taxes  on  land  end  buildings  in 

accordance  with  normal  assessment. 

6,  Performance 

Guarantee  Bond  will  be  furnished. 

7 .  Financing 

Toronto  equity  will  be  invested* 

Mortgaging  by  well-known  financial 

house 


PREAMBLE 


In  our  earlier  proposals,  the  size  and  characteristics 
of  the  area  to  be  redeveloped  restricted  somewhat,  the  mode 
of  planning  and  disposition  of  the  apartment  blocks. 

Now  that  it  has  been  proposed  that  the  five  apartment 
buildings  and  the  commercial  building  fronting  Maitland  Street 
should  all  be  removed 3  that  other  commercial  buildings  at  the 
western  extremity  of  the  area  on  Wellesley  Street  may  also  be 
removed;  that  Maitland  Street  and  an  alley  be  eliminated;  the 
whole  area,  once  cleared,  lends  itself  to  a  reconsideration 
of  our  earlier  proposals  in  the  better  interest  of  maximum 
usage  commensurate  with  good  planning,  design  and  lay-out  of 
the  area. 

With  these  ideals,  it  has  been  decided  that  the  "Yn 
type  of  high  rise  blocks  be  departed  from. 

It  is  now  proposed  that  the  area  be  redeveloped  by 
constructing  several  rectangular  blocks  17  storeys  high.  In 
this  form  of  redevelopment  the  following  special  features 
appear : 

1,  The  project  takes  on  an  appearance  of  spaciousness 
and  departs  from  the  all  too  well  knoim  character  of  a 
housing  development  to  replace  sub-standard  housing. 

2,  Each  block  will  be  built  upon  free  standing  columns 
that  leave  the  entire  ground  floor  free  except  for  an 
attractive  entrance  with  an  artistically  designed 
vestibule  and  lobby. 


Continued 
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Preamble  (Cont’d) 

3.  The  two-bedroom  suites  will  be  in  the  upper  floors 
of  the  blocks  and  some  on  the  top  floor  could  be  so 
designed  and  laid  out  as  to  become  a  type  of  penthouse. 

The  centre  court  can  be  left  as  an  open  space  or 
may  be  developed  by  providing  a  tennis  court,  bowling 
green,  swimming  pool  or  some  such  recreational  facility 
for  use  by  the  tenants  as  a  club.  The  balconies  over¬ 
looking  the  court  serves  as  "a  gallery". 

The  hlocks  are  so  designed  and  laid  out  as  to  avoid 
suites  in  one  wing  of  the  building  overlooking  suites 
in  the  opposite  wing;  such  as  is  found  in  blocks  of  the 
Y,  T  or  L  shape  or  where  slab  blocks  are  constructed  in 
close  proximity  to  each  other. 

6.  The  area,  once  landscaped,  will  result  in  a  pleasing 
redevelopment  of  a  downtown  area  of  which  the  Developers 
and  the  City  of  Toronto  alike  should  feel  justly  proud. 

It  should  prove  conslusively  that  with  mutual  co¬ 
operation  between  the  City  of  Toronto  and  private  enter¬ 
prise  much  can  be  successfully  achieved.  It  should  even 
set  a  standard  and  serve  as  a  model  for  still  further 
redevelopment  of  downtown  Toronto „ 


Continued 


SITE  PLAN 


DEVELOPMENT  "A" 


WOOD  -  WELLESLEY  REDEVELOPMENT  AREA 

BY-LAW  NO.  18  746 

OUTLINE  COPY  OF  A  PROPOSAL  BY  RIOOUT  REAL  ESTATE  LTD. 


J  LL 


L 


■Boundary  of  the  Areo  to  be  redeveloped 
Boundary  shown  by  Developer 


DECEMBER  1955 


CITY  OF  TORONTO  PLANNING  BOARD 
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PROPOSED  DEVELOPMENT  OF  THE  ENTIRE  AREA 
PROPOSED  DEVELOPMENT  >,A11 

The  plan  reproduced  on  the  opposite  page  shows  how  the 
entire  area  is  proposed  for  redevelopment. 

A  plan  on  a  much  larger  scale  has  been  appended  and  a 
master  plan  has  been  concurrently  delivered  to  the  City's 
Director  of  Planning  for  study  and  examination  by  the  Board 
of  Control. 

The  large  open  space  centre  should  be  especially  noted. 
The  purpose  of  this  is  to  integrate  the  whole  development  and 
to  provide  an  admirable  area  for  future  development  for  re¬ 
creational  facilities  or  just  a  green  area. 

Under  this  plan  the  data  is  as  follows? 

No.  of  Blocks  -  8 
No.  of  Storeys  -17 
Total  No.  of  Suites 


Bachelor 

1  BR. 

2  BR. 

Total 

3  Blocks  type  1 

102 

20l|. 

20U 

510 

3  Blocks  type  2 

mm 

b08 

153 

561 

2  Blocks  type  3 

20k 

272 

ii76 

306 

88U 

357 

15U7 

Bachelor  Suites  306  Representing  19.5$ 

1  Bedroom  Suites  881;  Representing  57%> 

2  Bedroom  Suites  35>7  Representing  23.5$ 

Density  283 

Ridout  as  Developers  are  strongly  of  opinion  that  the 
redevelopment  should  take  this  form,  and  the  following  reasons 

Continued. ..... 
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are  put  forward  in  support  of  this: 

1,  To  retain  the  proposed  commercial  area  conflicts 
’  Vth  housing  development, 

2o.  There  is  no  control  over  the  future  of  these  buildings 
which  may  change  in  use  and  which  could  seriously  detract 
from  the  amenity  of  the  housing  development, 

3,  The  dwelling  house  at  present  erected  on  the  proposed 
commercial  area  and  now  used  as  a  commercial  office 
could  not  only  change  in  character  but  because  of  its 
current  age  could,  in  a  m  .tter  of  ten  years  or  so, 
require  rehabilitation  or  even  demolition.  This  would  be 
a  blight  on  the  redeveloped  area, 

ho  Since  it  is  proposed  to  ^transplant H  a  commercial 
block  from  Maitland  Street  to  the  proposed  commercial 
site  the  additional  cost  of  transplanting  it  100  yards 
cr  so  further  west  to  a  site  at  the  corner  of  Wellesley 
Street  and  Yonge  Street  would  not  be  too  costly.  The 
site  referred  to  is  presently  used  as  a  second-hand  car 
lob  and  to  place  upon  it  the  commercial  blocks  already 
mentioned  would  be  consistent  with  other  commercial 
areas  fronting  Yonge  Street  and  comprehend  a  completely 
zoned  commercial  area. 

The  Developers  have  considered  many  forms  of  suite 
formations  such  as  the  advantages  and  possibilities  of  some 
maisonette  suites  or  suites  on  split  levels,  but  for  this  re¬ 
development  it  is  considered  that  the  conventional  method  is  the 
most  suited. 


Cintinued 
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SITE  PLAN 


DEVELOPMENT  "B" 


PROPOSED  DEVELOPMENT  OF  THE  ENTIRE  AREA  LSSS 
THE  M COMMERCIAL  AREA" 

PROPOSED  DEVELOPMENT  "B" 

The  plan  reproduced  on  the  opposite  page  shows  how  the 
entire  area  lessthe  area  proposed  on  Wellesley  Street  as  a 
"commercial  area"  is  proposed  for  redevelopment c 

A  plan,  on  a  much  larger  scale  has  been  appended  and  a 
master  plan  has  been  concurrently  delivered  to  the  City’s 
Director  of  Planning  for  study  and  examination  by  the  Board 
of  Control. 

Here  again  the  same  pecial  features  under  Alternative 
"A"  are  present* 

Under  this  plan  the  data  is  as  follows: 

No*  of  Blocks  ~  7 
No,  of  Storeys  -  17 
Total  No,  of  Suites 

Bachelor  1  BR  2  BR  Total 

2  Blocks  type  1  -  136  170  306 

3  Blocks  type  2  -  U08  15>3  $61 

2  Blocks  type  3  _ 2' _ 272  _ 5kh 

272  816  323  llOl 

Bachelor  Suites  «  272  Representing  1$% 

1  Bedroom  Suites  ~  8l6  Representing  $8% 

2  Bedroom  Suites  -  323  Representing  23% 

Density  -  280 


Continued 


VIEW  OF  SPACIOUSNESS  DERIVED 
THROUGH  USE  OF 


FREE-COLUMN  CONSTRUCTION 


PERSPECTIVE  OF  DEVELOPMENT 


AS  VIEWED  FROM  CORNER 
OF  CHURCH  AND  WOOD  STREETS 
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For  the  purpose  already  set  forth  in  the  preceding  plan 
the  Developers  do  not  recommend  this  alternative  form  of  a 
development. 

TYPE  OF  BUILDINGS 

The  photographs  opposite  this  page  give  an  impression  of 
the  style  and  character  of  the  blocks  and  their  exterior 
appearance,  also  some  vistas  of  the  whole  development. 

A  model  lay-out  is  in  course  of  preparation  and  will 
be  displayed  to  the  Board  of  Control  when  the  Developers' 
proposals  are  discussed. 

The  typical  floor  plans  in  large  scale  have  been  appended 
and  a  master  plan  delivered  to  the  Director  of  Planning. 

CHARACTERISTICS  OF  CONSTRUCTION 
In  the  interest  of  speed  of  construction,  economy,  overall 
appearance  and  management,  the  Developers  propose  as  follows: 

1.  To  excavate  and  provide  underground  parking  for 
each  block  -  the  subject  of  parking  will  be  dealt  with 
later  only. 

2.  The  frame  work  of  the  blocks  will  be  steel  and 
concrete  or  reinforced  concrete.  The  exterior 
walls  will  be  of  glass  of  different  tone-colours, 
and  brick. 

3.  Each  suite  will  have  its  own  balcony  with  glass 
screens. 

U.  The  floors  will  be  oak  parquettry,  while  the 


Continued 
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corridors  will  be  terrazo. 

5.  Laundry  facilities  and  locker  space  will  also 
be  provided. 

6.  Each  block  will  be  provided  with  high  speed 
elevators. 

7.  Garbage  will  be  disposed  of  by  incinerator  shutes 
in  the  corridors. 

8.  Heating  will  be  by  means  of  recessed  radiators 
through  a  central  heating  plant. 

9.  In  order  to  accommodate  any  possible  increase  in 
demand  of  two-bedroom  suites,  it  will  be  possible  by 
a  slight  internal  alteration  to  provide  a  few  extra 
suites  of  this  size.  Correspondingly,  the  number  of 
bachelor  suites  will  be  increased. 

10.  Each  suite  will  have  as  standard  equipment  a 
refrigerator  and  an  electric  range. 


Continued 


PARKING  PLAN 


DEVELOPMENT  "B" 


PARKING  PLAN 


DEVELOPMENT  "A" 
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PARKING 

The  small  scale  plans  on  the  opposite  page  show 
the  proposed  underground  parking  arrangements. 

This  provides  accommodation  for  1237  cars  and 
represents  80  percent  of  the  number  of  suites. 

Reference  to  the  site  plans  show  what  further 
parking  facilities  above  ground  can  be  provided  to 
meet  a  further  20  percent  parking  facility. 


Continued* , . . , , 


CONCEPT  OF  GENERAL 


LAYOUT  AND  LANDSCAPING 
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LANDSCAPE  'Gr 

The  open  space  around  the  blocks  xd.ll  be  artistically 
landscaped  with  lawns,  shrubs  and  trees. 

It  will  be  noted  that  the  centre  court  has  not  been 
excavated  thus  providing  adequately  for  tree  planting* 

CONSTRUCTION  COSTS 

The  estimated  cost  of  construction,  including  elevators, 
stoves,  refrigerators,  underground  parking,  heating  installation, 
landscaping  etc.,  but  not  land  costs  averages  - 11*197  per  unit. 

This  represents  a  total  capital  cost  of  '17,322.000. 

MA-FAC-SIfUT 

The  assessment  of  rents,  selection  of  tenants,  allocation 

of  units,  collection  of  rents  and  aspects  of  administration  and 

/ 

management  of  the  suites  will  be  carried  out  and  performed  by 
Ridout  Reel  Estate  Limited. 


oOo 
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PROPOSALS 

Ridout  Real  Estate  Limited  respectfully  submit 
their  proposals  as  follows: - 
1.  Leasehold 

It  is  proposed  that  the  land  should  be  acquired 
by  the  Cit'”  of  Toronto  and  leased  to  Ridout  for  a 
period  of  Seventy  (70)  years  at  a  negotiated  annual 
ground  rent. 

The  advantages  to  the  City  of  retaining  oxmer- 
ship  and  leasing  are,  chiefly:  - 

(a)  The  City  -  like  any  land  oxmer  -  can  decide 
what  shall  be  the  land  use  and  what  shall  be  built  upon 
it.  A  time  will  arrive  when  the  proposed  buildings  will 
require  re-habilitation  or  redevelopment.  bTien  that 
event  occurs  the  City  has  no  need  to  consider  the 
expense  of  re- acquisition  of  the  land  at  a  considerably 
increased  value. 

(b)  Upon  the  expiration  of  the  ground  lease,  the 
future  of  the  buildings  could  take  any  one  of  the  folloxang 
courses.  The  Buildings  will  come  into  the  ox-mership  of 
the  City,  for  a  nominal  sum.  Thus  the  City  acquires  an 
immediate  substantial  capital  gain  in  real  estate. 

The  type  of  structure  of  the  proposed  apartment  blocks  is 
such  that  their  lifetime  can  reasonably  be  expected  to 
exceed  the  ground  rent  lease  of  70  years.  If  the  City 
does  not  xrish  to  become  oxmer s  of  the  buildings,  it 
could  renew  the  lease  for  a  further  10,  20  or  30  years  and 
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The  Proposals  -  Contfd 


continue  to  acquire  revenue  from  the  ground  rental.  As  and 
when  a  redevelopment  is  deemed  expedient,  this  could  be  under¬ 
taken  by  private  enterprise  at  no  expense  to  the  City. 

(c)  The  proposed  redevelopment  will  also  ease  the 
downtown  rental  housing  shortage  and  the  parking  problem. 

The  foregoing  paragraphs  enunciate  Hidoutls  ideas  of 
how  a  redevelopment  of  a  designated  downtown  area  car  be 
accomplished  under  their  Repossession  Principle.  This 
is  set  forth  in  further  detail  in  their  booklet,  ,rWhat 
is  a  City,"  appended  hereto. 

This  Repossession  Principle  was  first  proposed  to 
the  City  in  connection  with  a  redevelopment  in  the  3ay- 
Bloor  axe a.  Because  it  subsequently  transpired  that 

this  site  conflicted  with  the  future  development  of 
the  T.T.C.  Rapid  Transit  System,  Ridout  was  asked 
by  the  City  to  transplart  their  idea  to  the  Vellesley- 
Maitl and- Alexander  redevelopment  project. 

Great  emphases  are  placed  upon  this  Principle 
as  the  only  solution  to  a  redevelopment  of  a  downtown 
area  by  the  City  and  private  enterprise  on  a  co-operative 
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basis  with  the  major  beneficial  results  to  the  City*  The 
redevelopment  is  to  be  undertaken  by  Toronto  business  men 
with  Toronto  labour,  materials  and  equity.  A  real  sense 
of  public  spirit,  imagination  and  enterprise  underlies 
this  realistic  approach  to  do  something  in  conjunction  with 
the  City  Council  for  the  redevelopment  of  downtown  Toronto. 

Ground  Rent 

The  cost  of  acquisition  cf  the  land  has  been 
assessed  at  bit,  7 85,, 000.  amortized  over  a  period  of  20 
years  at  1$.  The  total  interest  payment  is  estimated  at 
'2,2^6,780.  As  a  ground  rental,  a  sum  in  the  aggregate 
of  j1750  per  suite  will  be  paid.  This  totals  "2,707*250. 
This  amount  would  be  maid  to  the  City  in  equal  annual 
payments  of  •  38,675  during  the  70  year  tenure. 

Municipal  Taxes 

It  is  proposed  to  pay  to  the  City  full  taxes 
on  land  and  buildings  in  accordance  with  normal  assessment. 
Tha  yield  from  the  land  and  buildings  on  the  present  site 
is  approximately  ^O, 886.00  per  annum.  The  annual  tax 
yield  on  the  redevelopment  is  estimated  at  •'  363,362.00  per 
annum. 

Performance 

There  mil  be  given  to  the  City  such  reasonable 
assurance  as  may  be  required  to  ensure  good  faith  and  proper 
performance  for  the  successful  conclusion  of  the  project. 
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provided  that  the  expropriation  is  conducted  in  accordance 
with  the  Repossession  Principle  as  set  out  in  1,  above. 

Staging 

In  order  that  there  may  be  no  delay  in  commencement 
and  completion  of  the  project,  it  is  suggested  that  poss¬ 
ession  of  the  cleared  land  be  given  on  an  agreed  schedule. 

Area  of  Development 

In  the  interest  of  good  planning  and  proper 
development,  and  for  the  reasons  enunciated  on  Page  U, 
it  is  strongly  advocated  that  the  whole  area  be  cleared 
for  redevelopment. 

Hospital 

As  to  the  City’s  suggestion  that  regard  be  had 
to  the  possibility  of  incorporating  in  the  scheme  of 
redevelopment,  the  Orthopaedic  Hospital  fronting  Wellesley 
Street,  this  is  not  considered  as  a  possibility.  It  may  be 
possible,  however,  to  consider  letting  the  first  floor  in 
one  of  the  blocks  provided  the  Hospital  Authorities  enter 
into  a  lease  for  some  years  at  an  agreed  rent,  and  pay  for 
such  additional  requirements  as  are  necessary  for  use  as 
a  hospital. 

Co-ordination 

Eidout  is  desirous  of  co-operating  with  the  Board 
of  Control  and  the  City’s  officials  in  arriving  at  a  successful 
conclusion  of  the  proposed  redevelopment. 


Continued 
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9.  Rents 

Subject  to  final  construction  costs,  assessment 
and  other  annual  recurring  liabilities,  the  rents  of  the 
various  types  of  units  are  estimated  as  follows: 

Bachelor  Suites  -  $95*00  to  $105*00  per  month 

1  Bedroom  Suites  -  $110.00  to  $115.00  per  month 

2  Bedroom  Suites  -  $120*00  per  month 

10.  Agreement 

An  agreement  with  the  City  of  Toronto  for  the 
due  performance  of  the  foregoing  proposals  will  be 
entered  into. 

11.  Financing 

The  equity  in  the  development  will  be  Toronto 
business  men  and  Toronto  money.  The  interest  of  a  well- 
known  Lending  Institute  as  financiers  in  this  redevelopment 
has  been  secured. 


RIDOUT  REAL  ESTATE  LIMITED. 


A.S,  Ar chard. 
Vice-President. 


Prepared  by  Mr.  R.K.  McCondochie, 

Director  of  Research 
and  Development, 

RIDOUT  REAL  ESTATE  LIMITED. 


September  28th,  1955 
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TYPICAL  FLOOR  PLANS 


DEVELOPMENT  "A" 
(BUILDING  TYPE  l) 


TYPICAL  FLOOR  PUNS 


DEVELOPMENT  "A" 
(BUILDING  TYPE  2) 


TYPICAL  FLOOR  PLANS 


DEVELOPMENT  "A" 


(BUILDING  TYPE  3) 


TYPICAL  FLOOR  PLANS 


DEVELOPMENT  "B'» 


(BUILDING  TYPES  1,  2  &  3) 


THE 

FOLLOWING 

ARE 

SOME 

PHOTOGRAPHIC  VIEWS 
OF  THE 


DEVELOPMENT 


Hubert  Buildings  Limited, 


U96  Church  Street, 
Toronto 


August  2I4,  195>5> 


M.B.M.  Lawson,  Esq., 
Director, 

Planning  Board, 

City  of  Toronto, 
City  Hall, 

Toronto. 


re:  Development  Scheme  for  the  Central  Block  of 
the  ¥ood-¥ellesley  Streets  Redevelopment  Area. 


Dear  Hr.  Lawson: 


On  June  21st  last,  I  wrote  to  you  on  behalf  of  Hubert  Buildings 
Limited  submitting  a  memorandum  outlining  our  proposals  for  redevelopment 
for  the  area  bounded  generally  by  Alexander,  Church  and  Maitland  Streets. 
Subsequently,  we  had  discussions  with  your  Department  and  with  the  Board  of 
Control. .  In  the  light  of  these  discussions  and  further  discussions  with 
our  bankers,  Hubert  Buildings  Limited  is  now  in  a  position  to  make  a  final 
offer  to  the  City  of  Toronto  for  redevelopment  of  this  area.  The  following 
proposals  incorporate  those  provisions  of  the  memorandum  which  I  forwarded 
with  my  letter  of  June  21st  which  are  still  applicable  and,  therefore,  that 
memorandum  may  be  disregarded. 


You  will  understand  (and  I  would  appreciate  it  if  you  would  convey 
this  to  the  Board  of  Control)  that  time  is  an  important  element  in  our 
proposal.  The  following  factors  especially  are  significant  to  us: 

(a)  At  the  present  time,  our  bankers  have  reserved  funds  for 

this  project  but  they  have  informed  us  that  they  cannot 
hold  these  funds  available  to  us  any  later  than  September 
23rd,  1955 ,  and  if  a  decision  is  not  taken  on  this  pro¬ 
ject  by  that  time  they  will  wish  to  plan  other  investments. 


(b)  Hubert  Buildings  Limited  has  made  its  survey  of  the 
market  for  apartments  and  of  building  costs  based  on 
today* s  conditions  and  what  may  be  expected  between  now 
and  the  proposed  completion  dates.  If  the  decision  as 
to  acceptance  of  our  offer  is  delayed,  we  cannot  say 
whether  or  not  these  conditions  might  change  and  render 
the  project  impractical. 


(c)  Hubert  Buildings  Limited  wishes  to  co-ordinate  the  work 
on  this  project  with  its  completion  schedule  for  work  on 
the  buildings  being  constructed  in  the  block  between  Wood 
and  Alexander  Streets  in  the  City  Park  Apartments  development. 


21. 

For  these  reasons,  we  are  only  able  to  keep  our  offer  contained  in  this  letter 
open  until  September  23rd  next. 

1.  General  Proposal 


(a)  Hubert  Buildings  Limited  offers  to  undertake  a  redevelopment  project 
in  the  block  between  Alexander,  Church  and  Maitland  Streets  similar 
to  that  now  in  progress  on  the  block  to  the  south  between  Wood  and 
Alexander  Streets. 

(b)  The  proposal  is  one  of  freehold  tenure  whereby  Hurbert  Buildings 
Limited  would  purchase  the  lands  from  the  City  of  Toronto  and  would 
then  construct  the  buildings  on  lands  to  be  owned  outright  by  itself 
or  by  some  other  corporation  formed  for  that  purpose. 

2,  Purchase  Price  of  Lands  and  Deposit 


(a)  The  purchase  price  for  the  lands  which  Hubert  Buildings  Limited  is 
prepared  to  pay  is  $525,000.00.  This  is  the  same  as  the  purchase 
price  paid  to  the  International  Realty  Company  for  comparable  property 
between  Wood  and  Alexander  Streets. 

(b)  The  lands  are  those  bounded  by  Alexander,  Church  and  Maitland  Streets 
and  extending  to  a  distance  approximately  180  feet  east  from  Yonge 
Street  as  outlined  in  the  drawing  forwarded  with  my  letter  of  June  21st. 

(c)  As  soon  as  this  offer  is  accepted  by  the  City  of  Toronto,  Hubert 
Buildings  Limited  will  deposit  with  the  City  the  sum  of  |500, 000.00 
to  be  held  as  a  deposit  pending  the  execution  of  a  detailed  agreement 
and  delivery  by  the  City  of  vacant  possession  with  good  title  and 
free  of  encumbrance,  and  to  be  applied  towards  the  purchase  price. 

(d)  This  offer  is  conditional  upon  the  City  conveying  the  lands  and  de¬ 
livering  vacant  possession  of  the  lands  and  the  buildings  on  the  lands 
on  or  before  March  1st,  1956,  with  good  title  and  free  of  encumbrance 
so  that  Hubert  Buildings  Limited  may  commence  demolition  on  March 
1st,  1956. 

(e)  Hubert  Buildings  Limited  will  use  its  best  endeavours  to  ensure  that 
present  residents  of  the  lands  to  be  purchased  have  priority  in  the 
rental  of  apartments  in  the  City  Park  Apartments  project  now  under 
construction  between  Wood  and  Alexander  Streets. 

3 .  Nature  of  Project 


(a)  The  project  will  be  similar  to  the  present  development  of  City  Park 
Apartments  in  the  block  between  Wood  and  Alexander  Streets.  Buildings 
will  be  of  the  same  high  quality  of  construction  and  design.  Exterior 
elevations  may  be  varied  if  desired  by  the  City. 

(b)  There  will  be  three  buildings,  lk  stories  in  height  comprising  approx¬ 
imately  696  apartments.  Apartments  will  include  bachelor,  1  and  2 
bedroom  apartments. 


(c)  Hubert  Buildings  Limited  will  nego^ia^l  with  the  City  for  the  purpose 
of  fixing  maximum  rents  for  the^pjirtments  for  a  period  of  five  years 
aft^  the  date  of  completion  of  ^Construction. 

(d)  Hubert  Buildings  Limited  is  prepared  to  enter  into  a  contract  with  the 
City  of  Toronto  by  which  it  will  undertake  to  keep  the  buildings  in 

a  proper  state  of  repair. 

(e)  It  is  a  condition  of  this  offer  that  the  City  of  Toronto  will 
undertake  to  repair  at  the  expense  of  the  City  all  streets,  sidewalks 
and  boulevards  adjacent  to  the  lands  upon  which  the  buildings  are  to 
be  erected  on  or  before  the  date  of  actual  completion  of  the  buildings. 

Times  for  Executing  Contract  and  Completion 


(a)  A  formal  agreement  between  Hubert  Buildings  Limited  and  the  City  of 
Toronto,  incorporating  the  terms  of  this  offer,  will  be  settled  by 
the  solicitors  for  the  parties  and  executed  within  thirty  days 
following  the  acceptance  of  this  offer  by  the  City. 

(b)  Building  permits  will  be  issued  by  the  City  of  Toronto  within  thirty 
days  after  application  has  been  made  by  Hubert  Buildings  Limited. 

(c)  Hubert  Buildings  Limited  will  commence  demolition  of  the  existing 
buildings  on  the  lands  on  or  before  March  15  th,  1956  and  will 
complete  construction  of  the  new  buildings  on  or  before  December 
31st,  195>7>  subject  to  acts  of  God,  force  majeure,  strikes,  war 
and  other  circumstances  beyond  its  control.  It  is  the  intention 
of  Hubert  Buildings  Limited,  however,  that  construction  shall  be 
completed  in  the  spring  of  1957. 

Block  between  Maitland  -and  Wellesley  Streets 


(a)  Hubert  Buildings  Limited  at  the  present  time  is  unable  to  give  the 
City  any  binding  commitment  as  to  a  redevelopment  project  for  the 
block  to  the  north  bounded  by  Maitland  and  Wellesley  Streets.  It 
is  interested  in  the  development  of  this  block  at  some  time  during 
the  construction  of  the  block  between  Alexander  and  Maitland  Streets 
and  Hubert  Buildings  Limited  may  be  willing  to  enter  a  binding 
commitment  for  the  undertaking  of  a  similar  scheme  for  the  block  to 
the  north. 

(b)  It  is  a  term  of  this  offer,  therefore,  that  Hubert  Buildings  Limited 
shall  be  given  an  option,  open  until  December  31st,  1956,  for  the 
purchase  from  the  City  of  Toronto  of  the  lands  which  the  City  may  wish 
to  make  available  for  redevelopment  in  the  area  bounded  by  Maitland, 
Church  and  Wellesley  Streets.  Hubert  Buildings  Limited  will  undertake 
if  it  purchases  these  lands  that  it  will  construct  buildings  of 

equal  quality  to  those  now  being  constructed  for  City  Park  Apartments 
between  Wood  and  Alexander  Streets  and  having  a  comparable  density  in 
relation  to  the  area  involved.  The  purchase  price  for  the  lands 
would  bear  the  same  proportion  to  the  number  of  apartment  suites 
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proposed  to  be  erected  as  the  purchase  price  for  the  lands  between 
Alexander  and  Maitland  Streets  bears  to  the  total  number  of  apartment 
suites  to  be  erected  on  those  lands. 

6,  Penalties  and  Failure  to  Proceed 


(a)  On  execution  of  the  formal  agreement  between  Hubert  Buildings  Limited 
and  the  City,  Hubert  Buildings  Limited  will  deposit  with  the  City  the 
bond  of  an  insurance  company  or  bank  in  the  amount  of  $500,000.00  4q* 
be  retained  by  the  City  as  a  guarantee  that  Hubert  Buildings  Limited 
will  complete  the  proposed  project.  It  will  be  appreciated,  of  course, 
that  Hubert  Buildings  Limited  stands  to  lose  considerably  more  than 

the  amount  of  this  $500,000.00  bond  if  it  fails  to  complete  the  project 
because  as  soon  as  the  f ormal  agreement  is  executed  it  will  enter 
binding  commitments  with  its  bankers  and  contractors. 

(b)  If,  having  been  given  vacant  possession  and  title  to  the  lands,  Hubert 
Buildings  Limited  fails  to  commence  demolition  on  the  lands  on  or 
before  March  l5th,  1956  (subject  to  acts  of  God,  force  majeure, 
strikes,  war  and  circumstances  beyond  its  control),  the  City  of  Toronto 
shall  have  the  option  within  thirty  days  from  March  l5th,  1956,  to  demand 
a  reconveyance  of  the  lands  upon  repayment  by  the  City  to  Hubert 
Buildings  Limited  of  the  purchase  price  in  the  amount  of  $525*000,00 
and/or  to  require  forfeiture  of  the  bond  for  $500,000.00  deposited  by 
Hubert  Buildings  Limited  as  a  guarantee  of  completion. 

(c)  If,  having  been  given  vacant  possession  and  title  to  the  lands, 

Hubert  Buildings  Limited  fails  to  complete  the  construction  of  the 
proposed  buildings  on  or  before  December  31st,  1957,  subject  to  acts 
of  God,  force  majeure,  war,  strikes  and  other  circumstances  beyond 
its  control,  the  bond  for  $500,000.00  deposited  by  it  with  the  City  as 
a  guarantee  of  completion  shall  be  forfeited  to  the  City  of  Toronto. 

The  City  of  Toronto  in  such  event  shall  have  the  further  option  on 

or  before  January  31st,  1958,  to  demand  a  reconveyance  of  the  lands 
and  a  conveyance  of  all  the  interest  of  Hubert  Buildings  Limited  in 
the  partially  completed  construction  upon  the  following  terms: - 

(i)  The  City  will  repay  to  Hubert  Buildings  Limited  the  purchase 
price  of  the  lands  in  the  amount  of  $525,000.00. 

(ii)  The  City  will  assume  all  existing  contracts  of  Hubert  Buildings 
Limited  with  architects,  engineers,  suppliers,  and  subcontract¬ 
ors  on  the  existing  terms  of  such  contracts. 

(iii)  The  City  will  pay  to  Hubert  Buildings  Limited  the  cost  of  all 
work  done,  materials  delivered  and  commitments  for  materials  to  be 
delivered  prior  to  January  1st,  1958,  and  will  reimburse  Hubert 
Buildings  Limited  for  its  own  costs  in  connection  with  the  project 
including  without  limitation  supervision,  management  and  interest 
payments.  The  amounts  to  be  paid  may  be  determined  by  arbitration. 


(d)  If  the  City  of  Toronto  fails  to  convey  the  lands  to  Hubert  Buildings 
Limited  and  deliver  vacant  possession  with  good  title  and  free  of  all 
encumbrances  on  or  before  March  1st,  1956,  the  City  shall  pay  to 
Hubert  Buildings  Limited  the  sum  of  $100,000.00  in  consideration  of  the 
loss  wrhich  will  be  suffered  by  Hubert  Buildings  Limited  on  contracts 
and  as  a  result  of  delay  in  commen cement.  Hubert  Buildings  Limited  in 
such  event  shall  have  the  further  right  until  the  1st  day  of  April, 
1956,  to  terminate  the  contract  and  to  obtain  a  release  of  the  bond  of 
$500,000.00,  end  to  be  repaid  the  deposit  of  $500,000.00. 

7 .  Financing 

The  financing  of  the  project  has  been  assured  by  the  Swiss  bankers 
for  Hubert  Buildings  Limited  subject  to  the  proviso  already  stated 
that  such  funds  cannot  be  secured  unless  the  decision  on  the  project 
is  made  on  or  before  September  23rd,  1955. 

As  I  have  explained  at  the  outset,  it  is  only  because  of  our  assess¬ 
ment  of  present  conditions  and  of  the  assurance  of  funds  being  available  that 
we  are  able  to  make  the  f  oregoing  offer.  For  this  reason,  if  the  offer  is 
not  accepted  by  the  City  of  Toronto  (having  received  all  necessary  approval  for 
corporate  action  by  the  City)  on  or  before  September  23rd,  it  shall  be 
considered  that  the  offer  has  been  withdrawn  and  Hubert  Buildings  Limited  will 
then  feel  free  to  invest  the  funds  reserved  for  this  project  elsewhere. 


Yours  very  truly, 

HUBERT  BUILDINGS  LIMITED 


per:  Hubert  Durrenberger, 
President. 
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ml  ANALYSIS  of  the  developers  and  their  proposals 

Soules  Construction  Limited  - 


Soules  Construction  Limited  have  submitted  the  same  schemes  that 
presented  to  the  Board  of  Control  on  August  3rd,  1955  and  the  remarks  on 
below,  which  were  on  pages  20  and  21  of  the  Preliminary  Report,  remain  valia 
for  these  proposals  and  are  included  in  their  entirity-in  this  report,  for  ease 
of  reference. 


Comments  -  As  this  developer  is  unwilling  to  have  his  plans 
reproduced,  there  is  only  one  copy  available  for 
circulation.  Many  of  the  comments  below  refer  to 
the  plans  and  it  is  regretted  that  it  is  not  possible 
to  place  copies  in  the  hands  of  all  those  reading  the 
report. 


First  Proposal  - 


As  can  be  seen,  this  involves  the  replotting  of  the  area  between 
Alexander  and  Wellesley  Streets  as  one  parcel.  This  scheme  would  consist 
essentially  of  a  ring  of  15  storey  iiigh  buildings  surrounding  the  area  with 
an  open  space  on  the  inside.  Only  pedestrians  would  be  allowed  to  use  this 
central  space  and  all  vehicular  traffic  would  be  kept  to  the  outside.  All 

parking  would  be  underground  and  a  garage  would  run  under  the  entire  area. 
The  proposed  density  is  extremely  high  (39k  habitable  rooms  per  acre)  and 
there  is  parking  for  approximately  h&%  of  all  units. 


The  original  submission  was  made  on  the  basis  of  purchasing  the  site  from 
the  City,  and  finances,  revenues  and  rentals  were  worked  out  on  this  assump¬ 
tion.  However,  in  discussion  the  developer  has  indicated  that  he  would  also 
be  interested  in  a  50  or  99  year  lease.  It  also  seems  possible  that  a  better 
arrangement  with  a  loiter  density  of  buildings  could  be  worked  out  with  the 
developer,  and  that  a  higher  proportion  of  parking  spaces  could  be  provided 
underground.  However,  all  of  these  changes  would  produce  an  effect  on  the 
rent  structure,  and  it  would  be  necessary  to  work  them  out  in  some  detail 
before  any  commitment  on  their  feasibility  could  be  made. 


The  basic  advantage  of  this  type  of  scheme  is  that,  with  all  parking 
underground  and  all  traffic  kept  outside  of  the  area,  the  site  itself  can  be 
used  to  the  best  possible  advantage  for  the  residents  of  the  area.  In  this 
way,  reasonably  good  amenities  can  be  provided  even  at  a  high  density, 
although  the  density  suggested  here  is  excessive. 
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The  arrangement  of  the  actual  buildings  is  in  some  ways  undesirable, 
as  the  space  between  arms  of  the  buildings  is  in  many  cases  quite  small, 
so  that  the  view  from  many  windows  would  be  very  poor,  and  the  orientation 
in  many  cases  would  produce  a  rather  poor  daylighting.  However,  a  reduction 
in  density  would  ease  this  situation,  and  there  seems  no  reason  why  the 
buildings  could  not  be  reoriented  on  the  site,  although  the  present  arrange¬ 
ment  calls  for  them  to  be  set  around  the  periphery  of  the  underground 
parking  garage. 

The  advantage  of  the  open  central  area  is  to  some  extent  counter¬ 
balanced  by  the  fact  that  with  an  underground  parking  garage  it  is  unlikely 
that  tall  trees  could  be  grown  here.  However,  this  is  uncertain,  and  it 
might  be  possible  to  provide  in  the  agreement  for  sufficient  cover  over  the 
underground  parking  garage  to  allow  for  a  30  or  I4.O  foot  tree  to  be  supported. 
Certainly  the  provision  of  tall  trees  would  greatly  improve  the  appearance  of 
the  project,  as  otherwise  the  high  buildings  might  seem  to  overshadow  all  the 
area  inside,  particularly  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  small  spaces  between 
the  buildings  tend  to  give  the  area  an  effect  of  complete  enclosure. 

Second  Proposal  - 

Essentially  this  consists  of  two  of  the  large  buildings  of  the  first 
proposal  placed  on  the  one  block  between  Alexander  and  Maitland  Street. 

The  density  is  lower  than  in  the  first  proposal  although  it  is  still  quite 
high  (28?  habitable  rooms  per  acre).  Again  the  parking  is  underground, 
but,  due  to  the  limitations  of  the  site,  it  is  no  longer  possible  to  have  the 
area  enclosed  by  the  buildings.  The  space  between  the  ends  of  the  two 
buildings  is  quite  small  (approximately  feet)  and  at  this  point  a  court  is 
formed  which  would  be  quite  restricted  in  view  of  the  height  of  the  buildings. 

It  seems  likely  that  the  units  facing  into  this  court  would  be  less  desirable 
than  if  some  c  her  arrangement  of  buildings  were  achieved. 

In  this  proposal  parking  is  provided  for  over  80$  of  the  units.  It  is 
not  clear  how  this  could  be  increased  should  the  need  arise  except  by  either 
building  another  underground  deck  or  by  providing  surface  parking  which  would 
seriously  detract  from  one  of  the  major  amenities  of  this  proposal. 

The  developer  has  suggested  a  leasehold  agreement  and  has  indicated  a 
unit  cost  which  would  suggest  a  very  high  quality  of  construction.  Presumably 
this  could  be  confirmed  in  specifications  incorporated  as  part  of  the  agreement. 
In  discussion  the  developer  again  indicated  his  flexibility  in  coming  to  an 
agreement  with  the  City,  provided  it  could  be  made  economically  sound  from 
his  point  of  view. 


The  essential  features  of  this  proposal  are  that  the  developer  has 
accepted  the  outline  of  the  first  scheme  put  forward  by  the  Planning  Board, 
using  ,:Y;I  plan  blocks,  and  that  the  scheme  should  be  carried  out  on  a  5>0  year 
lease,.  However  his  submission,  as  previously  reproduced,  contained  very  few 
details,  and  in  order  to  provide  some  basis  for  comparison  with  the  proposals 
of  the  other  developers,  it  has  been  assumed  that  developer  ’’B”  would  conform 
with  the  proposals  of  the  Planning  Board  in  respect  to  density,  parking  and 
number  and  type  of  units.  The  estimate  of  cost  of  construction  for  the 
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RIDOUT  REAL  ESTATE  LIMITED 


Site  - 

Ridout  Real  Estate  Limited  puts  forward  two  proposals.  The  favoured 
one,  Alternative  A,  involves  all  of  the  redevelopment  area  north  of  Alexander 
Street.  The  other,  Alternative  B,  omits  that  portion  in  the  north-west 
corner,  on  the  south  side  of  Wellesley  Street,  and  was  prepared  as  a  proposal 
should  the  City  prefer  this  site.  The  following  comments  refer  particularly 
to  Proposal  A,  but  are  generally  applicable  to  Proposal  B  also. 

Buildings  - 

The  proposed  buildings  are  slab  blocks  seventeen  storeys  high  standing  on 
columns  so  that  they  are  open  at  ground  level  except  for  an  entrance  lobby  and 
service  shaft.  All  units  are  above  this  open  first  floor.  Three  different 
types  of  blocks  are  used,  giving  the  necessary  variety  of  units,  and  the 
lengths  of  the  blocks  ie  generally  reasonable. 

Site  Plan  - 

The  use  of  high  buildings  so  as  to  keep  down  coverage,  the  placing  of 
them  on  columns  so  as  to  leave  the  ground  floor  free  and  the  placing  of  most 
of  the  parking  underground  combine  to  give  an  effect  of  spaciousness  to  the 
project.  The  arrangement  of  the  buildings  gives  generally  satisfactory 
lighting,  view  and  orientation  and  provides  a  variety  of  courts  and  spaces 
which  give  opportunity  for  good  landscaping  and  site  development.  It  should 
be  possible  to  provide  a  variety  of  recreation  in  different  courts  on  the  site. 
For  wet  weather  it  might  also  be  possible  to  use  the  covered  spaces  under  the 
buildings  for  some  recreation. 

The  centre  court  would  be  particularly  useful  should  it  be  decided  to 
provide  a  swimming  pool.  Being  unexcavated  it  could  also  be  landscaped  with 
large  trees  to  enhance  the  project.  It  will  be  desirable  also  to  provide 
trees  elsewhere  to  act  as  foils  against  the  large  scale  of  the  buildings. 

The  buildings  themselves  should  not  seem  excessively  large  as,  though  tall, 
they  are  of  a  reasonable  length  and  are  spaced  well  apart. 

Density  - 

The  density  is  slightly  higher  than  the  ideal,  but  it  is  not  unreasonable 
and  the  freeing  of  the  site  by  placing  parking  underground  and  the  buildings 
on  columns  helps  make  the  use  of  the  site  more  effective  for  high  density. 

Parking  - 

It  is  proposed  that  parking  be  provided  for  80$  of  all  apartments  in  an 
underground  garage.  Surface  parking  of  about  12%  would  be  provided  initially 
for  visitors,  but  could  be  extended  for  residents  also  should  the  future  demand 
require  it.  This  arrangement  seems  quite  satisfactory. 

Finances  - 

Full  taxes  would  be  charged  on  the  project,  for  both  land  and  buildings, 
quite  apart  from  any  provisions  in  the  agreement.  The  ground  rental  of 
$38,67!?. 00  per  year  would  pay,  over  70  years,  approximately  one  third  of  the 
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total  cost  of  the  site,  including  interest  charges.  This  equals  roughly 
the  interest  charges  so  that  the  total  amount  to  be  borne  by  the  City, 
without  taking  account  of  increased  tax  revenue,  is  approximately  the  clearance 
cost  of  the  site,  and  the  site  remains  in  City  ownership. 

No  details  of  bonds  have  been  given,  but  the  developers  have  declared 
their  preparedness  to  give  satisfactory  guarantees. 

Rents  have  been  specified  which  are  somewhat  higher  than  those  originally 
suggested  by  the  Planning  Board,  but  may  not  be  unreasonable  for  this  location. 
They  are  competitive,  within  the  range  which  is  at  present  current  in  the  market. 

Agreement  - 

Ridout  Real  Estate  Limited  propose  a  leasehold  agreement.  Details  are  not 
specified,  but  presumably  control  of  the  use  of  the  site  during  the  term  of  the 
agreement  would  be  exercised  by  the  City  through  the  inclusion  of  a  clause  and 
the  operation  of  normal  lessor-lessee  relationships.  If  necessary  penalties 
could  be  specified,  but  it  seems  likely  that  legal  powers  would  be  adequate 
without  this. 

Residents  of  the  Area  - 

No  specific  provision  is  made  for  residents  of  the  area.  However,  there 
should  be  no  difficulty  in  accommodating  any  who  wish  to  remain  and  if  the 
development  is  suitably  staged  it  may  be  possible  to  avoid  moving  them  out 
of  the  area  at  all  during  construction. 
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HUBERT  BUILDINGS  LIMITED 

Stage  one,  the  block  between  Alexander  and  Maitland  Streets,  Stage 
two,  the  block  between  Maitland  and  Wellesley  Streets,  but  the  developers 
state  that  "at  the  present  time  they  are  unable  to  give  the  City  any  binding 
commitment  as  to  a  redevelopment  project",  they  are  "interested  in  the 
development  of  this  block  at  sometime  during  the  construction  of  the  block 
between  Alexander  and  Maitland  Streets",  They  may  then  "be  willing  to  enter 
a  binding  commitment  for  the  undertaking  of  a  similar  scheme  for  the  block 
to  the  north". 

The  proposal  put  forward  by  Hubert  Building  Limited  is  essentially  a 
repetition  of  the  City  Park  Development,  The  project  under  construction 
lies  between  Wood  and  Alexander  Streets,  thus  between  Wood  and  Maitland 
Streets  there  would  be  six  large  slab  type  blocks  with  a  north-south  axis. 
Hubert  Buildings  Limited  has  not  been  able  to  say,  in  discussions  with 
the  Planning  Board,  what  type  of  building  they  would  use  in  the  northern 
section,  but  it  might  be  possible  to  use  some  alternative  form  of  block  type. 

The  merits  and  defects  of  the  first  part  of  this  proposal,  between 
Alexander  and  Maitland  Streets,  were  outlined  in  the  Preliminary  Report  of 
the  Planning  Board,  p.p.  17  and  18  and  are  that  - 

(a)  In  some  ways  the  use  of  slab  buildings  in  the  block  between 

Alexander  and  Maitland  Streets  would  be  better  than  in  the  block 
between  Wood  and  Alexander  Streets  as  the  former  is  somewhat  wider 
and  would,  therefore,  give  slightly  more  usable  open-space.  This 
is  particularly  true  as  most  of  the  open-space  between  the  buildings 
would  have  underground  parking  underneath,  and  would,  therefore,  not 
be  able  to  support  trees.  The  slightly  larger  area  of  the  block 
between  Alexander  and  Maitland  Streets  would  allow  greater  flexibility 
in  this  regard  and  hence,  a  rather  greater  amount  of  tree  planting, 
which  would  humanize  the  scale  of  the  buildings  and  improve  the 
general  amenity  of  the  project. 

(b)  The  construction  of  six  large  slab  buildings  in  two  adjoining  blocks 
would  produce  an  effect  of  very  large  scale  and  might  prove  rather 
overwhelming.  However,  it  should  be  added  that  the  fact  that  the 
same  standards  of  design  and  construction  are  proposed  for  this 
development  as  in  the  block  immediately  to  the  south  would  ensure 
harmany  in  this  regard  in  the  overall  development. 

With  regard  to  the  second  part  of  the  proposal,  for  the  block  between 
Maitland  and  Wellesley  Streets,  it  must  be  emphasized  that  the  construction 
of  a  further  three  slab  type  buildings  would,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Planning 
Board,  not  be  desirable.  It  would  produce  a  development  lacking  in  human 
scale,  which  might  seriously  prejudice  the  amenities  of  the  area.  Should 
Hubert  Buildings  Limited  be  selected  to  proceed  with  the  block  between 
Alexander  and  Maitland  Streets  and  at  a  later  stage  the  northern  block,  it 
should  be  on  the  understanding  that  a  different  type  of  building  be  used. 
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The  developer  is  interested  in  a  freehold  agreement  only,  as  one  of  his 
primary  concerns  is  with  the  long-term  security  of  the  investment.  He  has 
fixed  the  land  price  at  essentially  the  same  as  was  paid  by  the  developer 
in  the  City  Park  Apartments  project,  and  is  prepared  to  deposit  with  the  City 
$500,000  pending  the  execution  of  a  detailed  agreement  and  the  delivery,  by  the 
City,  of  the  land.  The  offer  is  conditional  on  the  developer  being  able  to 
commence  demolition  on  or  before  March  1st,  1956, 

It  has  also  been  made  a  condition  of  his  offer  that  he  shall  be  given 
an  option,  open  until  December  31st,  1956,  for  the  purchase  from  the  City  of 
Toronto  of  the  lands  in  the  area  between  Maitland  and  Wellesley  Streets.  The 
purchase  price  of  these  to  be  in  the  same  relation  to  the  number  of  apartments 
as  in  the  first  part  of  the  project. 

The  developer  proposes,  in  addition  to  a  deposit  of  $500, 000  on  the  land, 
a  completion  bond  of  $500,000,  and  in  the  event  of  his  failing  to  commence 
demolition  on  the  site  by  March  l5th,  1956  the  City  would  have  the  option  of 
re-purchasing  the  lands  and/or  requiring  the  forfeiture  of  the  completion  bond. 
Furthermore,  if  the  developer  fails  to  complete  the  construction  of  the  project 
before  December  31st,  1957,  he  shall  forfeit  the  completion  bond,  and  the  City 
shall  have  the  option  of  repurchasing  the  lands  and  the  interests  in  the 
partially  completed  project  on  certain  terms.  These  approximately  amount  to 
the  City  paying  the  developer  for  the  assets  in  the  project  existing  at  that  time, 
plus  the  costs  already  incurred  by  the  developer  up  to  that  date,  and  the 
acceptance  of  all  existing  contracts  by  the  City, 

If  the  City,  having  concluded  an  agreement  with  the  Developer,  fails  to 
convey  the  lands  on  or  before  March  1st,  1956  to  the  Developer,  the  City  shall 
pay  the  developer  a  forfeit  of  $100,000  and  the  developer  shall  have  the 
right  to  terminate  the  agreement  and  obtain  the  release  of  his  deposit  and 
completion  bond. 

Should  the  City  select  Hu  bert  Buildings  Limited  to  carry  out  the  project, 
it  must  be  born  in  mind  that  - 

(a)  Although  the  developer  proposed  a  completion  bond  of  $500,000,  if  he 
fails  to  complete  the  project,  the  City  may  be  in  the  position  of 
being  forced  to  purchase  the  land  and  property  from  the  developer 
since  it  may  be  that  no  other  developer  will  come  forward  to  assume 
the  task  of  completion.  In  that  event  the  City  would  become  a 
major  landlord,  and  the  expense  this  incurred  might  be  considerably 
more  than  the  amount  of  the  developers  forfeit. 

(b)  If  the  City  fails  to  convey  the  lands  by  March  1st,  1956,  it  is  liable 
to  forfeit  $100,000  to  the  developer  and  to  find  itself  with  an  empty 
agreement,  but  a  considerable  amount  of  property  acquired. 
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CONCLUSIONS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS 


The  salient  points  of  the  different  proposals  are  summarized  below. 

SOULES  CONSTRUCTION  LIMITED 

First  Proposal: 

This  takes  in  the  entire  redevelopment  area  north  of  Alexander  Street 
though  it  could  probably  be  adapted,  if  required  by  the  City,  to  exclude 
the  north-west  comer.  Traffic,  is  kept  to  the  outside  of  the  project  and 
all  parking  is  underground;  both  features  make  possible  good  use  of  the 
site.  The  density  is  very  high;  however,  and  some  design  features  could 
be  improved  upon.  Extension  of  the  parking  facilities  would  be  difficult. 

The  ground  tenure  could  be  either  freehold  or  leasehold  and  a 
satisfactory  agreement  could  be  reached  provided  it  were  financially 
feasible  for  the  developer. 

Second  Proposal: 

This  consists  essentially  of  part  of  the  first  proposal  confined  to 
the  block  between  Alexander  and  Maitland  Streets,  It  has  the  same 
advantage  of  underground  parking  and  the  separation  of  pedestrians  and 
vehicles,  but  due  to  the  fact  that  it  is  confined  to  one  block  there  are 
not  such  good  possibilities  for  site  planning. 

Agreements  could  be  arranged  as  for  the  first  proposal. 

RIDOUT  REAL  ESTATE  LIMITED 


Development  A. 

This  scheme  takes  in  the  entire  area  north  of  Alexander  Street  and 
is  the  one  favoured  by  the  developer.  Parking  for  30%  of  the  units  is 
underground  and  surface  traffic  and  parking  (which  can  readily  be  extended 
if  necessary)  are  kept  to  the  periphery  of  the  area.  Both  of  these  are 
desirable  features,  leaving  a  large  proportion  of  the  site  free  for 
landscaping  and  recreational  amenities. 

The  buildings  are  well  designed  and  the  site  plan  is  good.  Placing 
the  buildings  on  columns  gives  a  sense  of  openness  while  the  plan  not 
only  gives  good  orientation,  light  and  view  but  also  creates  a  series  of 
courts  which  add  Interest  to  the  scheme  and  could  be  used  for  a  variety 
of  different  recreational  purposes.  The  centre  court,  being  unexcavated, 
would  be  suitable  for  a  swimming  pool  and  landscaping  but  the  proposal 
is  not  definite  on  this  point.  Elsewhere  on  the  site  it  would  be 
necessary  to  ensure  that  there  was  adequate  cover  over  the  underground 
garage  so  that  trees  could  be  grow,  where  required. 

The  buildings  are  tail  but  the  spacing  is  generally  good  so  that  they 
do  not  create  excessive  shadow.  The  area  is  already  one  of  tall 

buildings  and  is  likely  to  become  more  so,  while  the  topography  is  such 
that  the  tall  buildings  are  unlikely  to  prove  dominating  over  a  wide  area. 
The  population  density  is  slightly  higher  than  is  desirable  but  is  not 
excessive,  especially  in  view  of  the  openness  of  the  site  plan. 

The  leasehold  arrangement  would  give  the  City  ready  control  of 
development  on  the  site,  without  interference  in  the  management  of  the 
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project,  and  on  expiry  of  the  agreement  the  City  would  be  free  to  deal 
with  the  area  as  it  saw  fit.  The  proposed  ground  rental  seems 
reasonable  as  does  the  proposed  term  of  the  agreement  in  view  of  the 
probable  life  of  the  buildings. 

Site  and  building  plans  are  adequately  detailed.  They  could  be 
incorporated  in  an  agreement,  subsequent  modifications  prior  to  actual 
construction  being  subject  to  the  City’s  approval. 

The  necessary  guarantees,  dates  of  commencement  and  completion,  and 
provisions  for  re-location  of  residents  of  the  area  remain  to  be  worked 
out. 


Development  B 

This  is  essentially  the  same  as  Development  A  except  that  it  excludes 
the  north-west  corner  of  the  area, 

HUBERT  BUILDINGS  LIMITED 


Development  is  proposed  at  present  in  the  block  between  Alexander 
and  Maitland  Streets,  It  is,  however,  a  term  of  the  offer  that  the 
City  give  an  option  on  the  block  between  Maitland  and  Wellesley  Streets 
although  few  details  of  the  option  and  the  proposed  development  of  this 
block  are  given. 

The  scheme  is  the  same  as  that  at  present  under  construction  by 
Hubert  Buildings  Limited  in  the  block  between  Wood  and  Alexander  Streets 
except  that  the  facade  of  the  buildings  may  be  varied  slightly,  if 
requested  by  the  City,  and  the  number  of  units  has  been  reduced  to  696 
by  altering  the  internal  arrangement  to  increase  the  number  of  2  bedroom 
units.  The  blocks  are  tall  and  very  long  and,  being  arranged  in 
parallel,  look  into  one  another  and  dominate  the  area  between.  The 
possibilities  for  developing  recreational  amenities  are  limited, 
especially  in  view  of  the  surface  driveways  and  parking,  and  the  shallow 
earth  cover  over  the  underground  garage  would  make  landscaping  difficult. 
Should  the  Maitland-Wellesley  Streets  block  be  developed  following  this 
one  it  would  be  preferable  if  a  different  scheme  were  used  to  give 
variety  and  provide  amenities. 

The  buildings  are  of  a  good  standard  of  construction,  to  judge  by 
those  at  present  being  built,  and  doubtless  complete  plans  and 
specifications  could  be  obtained  for  incorporation  into  an  agreement. 

A  freehold  agreement  is  proposed  with  adequate  financial  guarantees. 

Some  of  these,  however,  are  suggested  in  a  form  that  might  embarrass  the 
City.  The  proposal  that  the  land  be  conveyed  with  good  title  and  free 
of  encumbrance  also  means  that  the  City  would  have  no  control  over  the 
development  from  that  point  on  as  control  could  only  be  exercised  through 
covenants. 

FINANCES 


The  financial  position  of  the  different  proposals  is  set  out  in 
the  appendices,  although  some  details  of  Soules  Construction  Limited 
proposals  are  missing.  The  figures  are,  however,  based  on  estimates  and 
could  only  be  finalized  when  actual  construction  costs  and  assessment 
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figures  were  known.  In  all  cases  it  appears  that  the  City  should 
benefit  quite  substantially  over  a  period  of  years. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 


Of  the  various  sites  proposed  the  best  development  can  be  achieved 
through  the  use  of  the  entire  area  north  of  Alexander  Street,  closing 
off  Maitland  Street.  However,  a  satisfactory  scheme  can  be  arranged 
excluding  the  north-west  corner,  though  it  leaves  the  possibility  of  an 
inappropriate  development  there  in  the  future. 

The  site  plan  proposed  by  Ridout  Real  Estate  Limited  has 
considerable  advantages  over  the  others,  though  the  first  proposal  of 
Soules  Construction  Limited  could  probably  be  improved  upon  as  a 
result  of  further  negotiations.  The  buildings  proposed  by  Ridout  Real 
Estate  Limited  have  also  an  advantage  in  general  design  though  the 
standard  of  construction  of  Hubert  Buildings  Limited  is  very  high. 

The  population  composition  and  density  are  comparable  in  all 
proposals  except  that  the  first  proposal  of  Soules  Construction  Limited 
has  a  very  high  density.  Generally  a  slightly  lower  density  would  be 
preferable  though  the  proposals  are  not  excessive,  except  the  one 
mentioned.  j 
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Either  a  freehold  or  a  leasehold  agreement  can  be  made,  lea;  3hold 
having  the  advantages  that  the  City  retains  ownership  of  the  land  and 
is  able  to  exercise  better  control  during  the  life  of  the  project. 

Only  Hubert  Buildings  Limited  has  insisted  on  freehold. 

Financially,  the  proposal  of  Hubert  Buildings  Limited  has  a  slight 
advantage  but  this  is  partly  due  to  the  fact  that  it  is  located  on  the 
least  expensive  piece  of  land.  It  is  impossible  to  say  how  the  final 
figures  might  compare  once  the  second  block  we re  developed,  especially 
if  the  density  were  reduced  and  part  of  the  area  used  for  recreational 
purposes. 

Overall,  the  proposal*,  of  Ridout  Real  Estate  Limited  has  several 
advantages  although  the  others  could  also,  with  some  modification,  make 
good  redevelopment  schemes.  In  all  cases  proper  prevision  should  be 
made,  as  discussed  earlier  in  the  rerport,  for  residents  of  the  area. 
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FURTHER  STEPS; 

This  report  presents  most  of  the  information  needed  to  reach  a 
decision  on  the  selection  of  a  proposal.  Further  negotiations  may, 
however,  be  necessary  on  several  points  before  an  agreement  can  be 
finalized.  The  agreement  should  cover  the  following  points 

(a)  Site  Plan. 

(b)  Specifications  of  proposed  buildings,  as  necessary. 

(c)  Date  of  commencement  of  construction. 

(d)  Date  of  conclusion  of  construction. 

(e)  Leasehold  or  freehold  arrangement. 

(f)  Building  costs,  if  necessary. 

(g)  Rental  rates,  if  necessary. 

(h)  Performance  guarantee. 

(i)  Provision  for  re-location  of  residents. 

(j)  Control  of  project  during  its  life,  or  such  period  as  is  deemed 

necessary. 

(k)  Agreement  to  redevelop  at  a  future  date  in  accordance  with  the 
City  desires,  if  the  land  is  held  in  freehold. 

(l)  Any  additional  matters. 

This  agreement  should  be  signed  and  the  necessary  performance  gurantees 
posted  before  the  City  takes  any  steps  to  expropriate  and  clear  the  area. 

The  subsequent  steps  would  be:- 

1.  Signing  of  the  agreement  and  posting  of  performance  guarantee. 

2.  Passing  of  Redevelopment  Plan  By-law  and  its  submission  to  the 
Municipal  Board. 

3.  Passing  of  expropriation  by-law. 

h.  Acquisition  and  clearance  of  the  site. 

5>.  Transfer  of  the  site  to  the  developers. 

6.  Any  necessary  steps  for  easing  the  relocation  of  residents. 

7.  At  an  early  stage,  there  should  be  public  presentation  of  the 
proposals  to  the  residents  of  the  area  and  an  assurance  of 
necessary  measures  for  their  relocation. 
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CITY  OF  TORONTO  PLANNING  BOARD 


Report  on  the  moving  of  the 
GYPSUM  LIME  RID  ALABASTINE  (CANADA)  LTD.  BUILD  DIG 


LOCATION; 

50  Maitland  Street. 


PROPOSAL; 


To  move  the  Gypsum  Lime  and  Alabastine  (Canada)  Limited  building 

from  its  present  position  at  50  Maitland  Street  to  a  position 

just  east  of  No;  33  Vellesley  Street  on  the  south  side  of  the  Street. 

REPORT  REQUESTED  BY; 

The  Board  of  Control. 

HISTORY ; 


The  request  for  a  report  follows  the  discussion,  by  the  Board  of 
Control,  of  the  Planning  3oard's  Preliminary  Report  on  the  Wood- 
Wellesley  Redevelopment  Area. 

The  building,  only  recently  completed  on  Maitland  Street,  was 
excluded  from  the  area  which  the  Planning  Board  considered  in 
their  report  due  to  the  high  cost  of  acquisition.  (See  Reports 
by  the  Director  of  Real  Estate  dated  March  7th  and  10th,  1 95>5>,  and 
Page  17  of  the  City  of  Toronto  Planning  Board's  Preliminary  Report 
on  the  Woocf-Wellesley  Redevelopment  Area.) 

DESCRIPTION; 

The  building  under  consideration  was  completed  in  the  summer  of  195>5 
and  has  been  assessed  at  $126,500  with  an  assessment  of  $17,250  for 
the  land,  giving  a  total  of  $lli3>750. 

As  stated  in  the  Preliminary  Report  on  the  area  by  the  Planning  Board 
No;  50  Maitland  Street  together  with  the  apartment  buildings  to  the 
east  and  west,  on  the  north  side  of  Maitland  Street,  form  a  considerable 
obstacle  to  the  proper  planning  of  the  Redevelopment  as  a  whole.  These 
apartment  buildings  are  quite  old  and  in  discussion  at  the  Board  of 
Control  it  was  agreed  that  they  might  well  be  removed.  However,  as 
No;  50  Maitland  Street  is  a  new  building,  it  seems  desirable  to  preserve 
it  if  possible. 

At  the  suggestion  of  the  Department  on  Property,  Mr.  J.D.  McRae,  who 
has  previously  moved  buildings  for  the  City,  was  asked  to  give  an 
estimate  of  the  cost  of  moving  the  Gypsum  Lime  and  Alabastine  (Canada) 
Limited  building  to  a  position  just  east  of  No;  33  Wellesley  Street. 

The  approximate  cost  of  moving  the  building  to  Wellesley  Street,  but 
not  turning  it,  would  be  $75>>000.  The  approximate  cost  of  moving  it 
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north  onto  Wellesley  Street  and  turning  it  round  so  that  the  elevation 
at  present  facing  on  to  Maitland  Street  was  facing  onto  Wellesley 
Street  would  be  $100,000. 

The  building  would  be  moved  by  cutting  it  off  just  below  the  ceiling 
of  the  basement,  and  placing  it  on  a  new  basement  construction  on 
Wellesley  Street. 

COMMENT: 

The  removal  of  the  building  to  Wellesley  Street  would  appear  to  be 
an  economical  proposition. 


APPENDIX  *B» 


September  2,  1 955. 


Mr.  Callow. 


His  Worship  Mayor  Nathan  Phillips,  Q.C.,  Chairman, 
And  lumbers  of  the  Board  of  Control, 

City  Hall. 


Gentlemen; 


re;  Redevelopment  Area  -  Developer1 s  Bond 


At  a  meeting  held  on  August  3>  1955  your  Board  requested  us  to 
submit  a  report  as  to  the  best  type  of  bond  required  to  protect  the 
City  from  the  failure  of  a  developer  to  complete  a  project  in  the 
Redevelopment  Area  bounded  by  Wellesley,  Church  and  Wood  Streets  and 
the  Rapid  Transit  right-of-way. 

Your  officials  advise  that  a  financial  guarantee  bond  is  the 
type  required  in  a  case  of  this  kind.  The  provisions  of  the  bond, 
which  should  be  prepared  by  the  City  Solicitor,  can  be  formulated 
only  after  final  decision  has  been  made  respecting  the  exact  scope 
and  nature  of  the  project. 

We  are  able  to  report,  however,  that  the  Insurance  Companies 
are  quite  prepared  to  write  such  a  guarantee  bond  if  satisfied  with 
the  financial  backing  of  a  developer.  Therefore,  any  agreement 
entered  into  with  a  developer  should  be  conditional  upon  his  obtain¬ 
ing  a  satisfactory  bond  and  paying  the  premium  thereon. 


Yours  truly. 


(Sgd)  City  Solicitor 
City  Treasurer. 
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EXPLANATORY  NOTES  ON  THE  TABLES  AND  GRAPHS  IN  APPENDICES 


Generally  speaking,  the  net  gain  or  loss  to  the  City  is  calculated  thus  - 


Debit  -  VE 

Credit  +  VE 

The  loss  of  the  present  revenue 
from  assessment  on  the  land  and 
buildings. 

The  revenue  from  assessment  of  the 
land  and  buildings  in  the  new  project. 

The  debt  charges  incurred  by  the 
acquisition  of  the  site  by  the 

City. 

The  above  varies  slightly  with  the  different  developers, 

Soules  Construction  Limited  -  First  and  Second  Proposals, 

No  ground  rent  is  specified  in  the  proposal  and  the  calculations  are  exactly 
as  above, 

Ridout  Real  Estate  Limited  - 

Detailed  figures  were  not  given  for  Proposal  B  and  no  financial  data  have  been 
calculated  for  this.  A  rental  figure  of  $38,675  is  suggested  in  Proposal  A. 
This  figure  is  added  to  the  credit  side  of  the  calculations, 

Hubert  Buildings  Limited  - 

This  is  a  freehold  proposal  and  in  consequence,  the  debt  charges  incurred  by 
the  acquisition  of  the  site  by  the  City  are  calculated  on  the  difference 
between  the  cost  of  acquisition  and  the  proposed  price  paid  by  the  developer. 
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Soules 

Planning  Data  Construction 

Ltd,  (first) 

Soules 

Construction 
Ltd. (second) 

Ridout 

Real 

Estate 

(first) 

Ridout 

Real 

Estate 

(second) 

Hubert 

Bldgs . 

Ltd. 

Area  of  the  site 
acres, . . . 

11.71 

5 

n.i+ 

10.3 

5 

square  ft. 

510,315 

217,530 

1+96,581+ 

1*1*8,668 

217,530 

Area  of  the 
buildings  - 

acres . 

2.5 

1.06 

1.8 

1.65 

1.21+ 

square  ft. 

109,570 

l*6,5oo 

78,1*08 

71,871+ 

53,250 

Site  coverage.... 

21.5$ 

21,1+$ 

15.856 

16.01$ 

25$ 

No;  of  Apartments; 
Bachelor. . . 

Units  Rooms 
160  160 

Units  Rooms 

Units  Rooms 
306  306 

Units  Rooms 
272  272 

Units 

81* 

Rooms 

81* 

1  Bedroom, . , 

1852  3161+ 

22l*  1*1*8 

881*  1768 

816  1632 

570 

111*0 

2  Bedroom. . . 

1+31  1293 

311+  91+2 

357  1071 

323  969 

1*2 

126 

Total, ...... 

2181  1*625 

538  1390 

151+7  311+5 

11*11  2873 

696 

1350 

Parking . 

985  1+5$ 

1*80  89 % 

11+25  92$ 

1311+  93% 

585 

75$ 

Density; 

Units/Acre 

Rooms/Acre 

186 

39k 

107 

278 

136 

276 

108 

279 

139 

270 

Present  population 

1,255 

631+ 

1,255 

1,255 

631+ 

Density/acres 

135 

125 

135 

135 

125 

Proposed  population  1*,625 

1,390 

3,11+5 

2,873 

1,350 

Density/acres 

39h 

278 

276 

279 

270 

Estimated  cost  of 
Construction; 

#i6,li5o,ooo 

$5,  l*oo,  ooo 

#17,322,000 

mm 

#8,5oo,ooo 

per  suit,  average 

$7,51+2 

$10, 037 

$11,197 

$11,197 

$12,212 
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Soules 

Construction 
Ltd.  (first) 
-L- 

Soules 

Construction 
Ltd. (Second) 

-L- 

Ridout 

Real 

Estate 

-L- 

Hubert 

Bldgs. 

Ltd. 

-F- 

Present  Assessment: 

Buildings. . 

$870,355 

$259,725 

$870,355 

$259,725 

Land . 

foil,  3Wt 

$132, 1(18 

$311,31(14 

$132,1(18 

Total. ..... 

$1,181,699 

$392,lU3 

$1,181,699 

$392,11(3 

Present  Revenue  per 
Annum:  Buildings) 

Land  ) 

$50,886 

$16,1(90 

$50,886 

$16,1(90 

Revenue  for  20  years 
at  present  rate: 

Buildings) 

Land  ) 

$1,017,720 

$329,800 

$1,017,720 

$329,800 

Estimated  cost  of 
acquisition: 

$14,785,000 

$1,603,95 9 

$1(,785,000 

$1,603,959 

Purchase  price 
offered  for  site. 

— 

- 

— 

$525,000 

Net  cost  of 
acquisition . 

$1^,785,000 

$1,603,95 9 

$(,785,000 

$1,073,959 

Payments,  principle 
and  interest  per 
annum . 

$352,089 

$117,951 

$352,089 

$79,39l( 

Payments,  principle 
and  interest  for 

20  years . 

$7,Oltl,78o 

#2,359,020 

$7,01(1,780 

$1,587,880 

Total  interest  paid 

$2,256, 7 BO 

$755,061 

$2,256,780 

$508,921 
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Soules 

Construction 
Ltd. (first) 

-L- 

Soules 

Construction 
Ltd. (second) 

-L- 

Ridout 

Real 

Estate 

-L- 

Hubert 

Bldgs. 

Ltd. 

-F- 

GAIN  TO  CITY 

Assessment  1st  year: 

Buildings. . 

$9,870,000 

$3,21*0,000 

$10,393,200 

$5,100,000 

Land . 

#987,000 

$321),  000 

#1,039,320 

$510,000 

Total . 

$10,857,000 

#3, 561),  ooo 

#11,1)32,520 

$5,610,000 

Revenue  1st  year: 

Buildings. . 

#1)29,31)5 

$11)0, 91)0 

$1*80,210 

$221, 850 

Land . 

$1*2,931* 

>1U,09U 

$1*8,021 

$22,185 

Total . 

$1)72,279 

$155,031) 

#528,231 

$21)1),  035 

Revenue  20  years: 

Buildings. , 

#7,363,223 

$2,1)17,121 

#7,753,600 

$3,80l),727 

Land . 

#858,680 

$281,880 

$960,1)20 

$1)1)3,700 

Total . 

#8,221,903 

#2,699,001 

$8,711),  020 

$1), 21)8, 1)27 

Ground  Rental: 

Per  Annum. . 

$38,675 

20  years. , . 

$773,500 

LOSS  TO  CITY 

Revenue  for  20  years 

at  present  rate . 

Buildings) 

Land  ) 

$1,017,720 

$329,800 

$1,017,720 

$329,800 

Cost  to  City  Principle 
and  interest  repay¬ 
ments  over  20  years... 

$7,01)1,780 

#2,360,500 

$7,01)1,780 

$1,587,880 

Total  Loss  to  City  over 
20  years  in  Revenue  and 
in  Principle  and 

Inte re  st  repayment  s . . . , 

$8,059,500 

$2,690,300 

$3,059,500 

$1,917,680 

RESULT 

Difference  between  total 
income  to  City  and  total 
loss  to  City . 

GAIN 

$16271*03 

GAIN 

$8,701 

GAIN 

$1,1*28,020 

GAIN 

$2,330,71)7 
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Soules  Construction 

Soules  Construction 

Ridout 

Hubert 

Limited  (first) 

Limited  (second) 

Real 

Bldgs. 

Estate 

Ltd. 

-L- 

-L- 

-L- 

-F- 

Revenue  per  annum 
after  21  years  when 
revenue  at  lowest: 

Buildings. . . , 

$300,51*1 

198,658 

$316,1*71 

$155,295 

Land . 

$1*2,931* 

$11*,  09l* 

$1;8,021 

$22,185 

Total . 

$31*3,1*75 

$112,752 

$361*,  1*92 

$177,1*80 

Present  Revenue 
per  annum: 

Buildings) 

Land  ) 

$50,886 

$16,1*90 

$50,886 

$16,1*90 

Difference  per  annum 

$292,589 

$96,262 

$313,606 

$160, 990 

L 


>r 

i  1. 1  * 


7  \ 


0 


10 


$5oo,ooo 


$l*oo,ooo 


$300,000 


$200,000 


$100,000 


+VE 

0 

-VE 


$100,000 


sP 


200, 000 


$300,000 


15 


20 


YEARS 


<hK,279)  >«,,0 

i*»  i  „ 

• 

. . 

........  (31(9,913) 

"  (31(3,1(75) 

ft292,589) 

/ 

1 

I 

1 

J 

J 

1 

1 

(69,30k) 

i 

i 

1 

i 

I 

1 

i 

1 

1 

1 

o*  7 

"  ■  °-cLty  0;,  , 

1 

j 

1 

i 

1 

1 

- -«?.  fee  „ 

ct 

Loss  of  present  revenue  from  land  &  buildings"' 

(50, 886  p.a) 

1 - 

.  r-  W 

~ (53,062) . 

Cost  to  City  in  capital  &  interest  -  repayments 

(352,089  p.a) 

$1*00,000 
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0  5  10  l5  _ 20  YEARS 


$500,000 


$1400,000 


$300,000 


$200,000 


$100,000 


+VE 


0 


-VE 


$100,000 


/(i55,03U) 

.  RSVenUe  fr0“  As— nt  la„d  and  l  buildings 

(112,752) 


(Ilk, 866) 


/  x(96,262) 


.(20,593) 


(Net 


;-gain  or  loss  to  c-ty  ^ 


Project- 


Loss  of  present  revenue  land  and  buildings 

(16, 1*90) 


(19,575) 


Cost  to  City  in  capital  and  interest  -  repayments  (117,957) 


$200,000 


$300,000 


$1|00, 000 


$500,000 

$Uoo,ooo 

1300,000 

$ i2oo,  ooo 

$100,000 

+  VE 
0 
-VE 

$100,000 

'  200, 000 

$300,000 


R incur  REAL  ESTATE  LIMITED  (PROPOSAL  »An)  APPENDIX  J(b) 

5  10   15_ 20_ years 


^ (528, 231) 

ReVe^e 

Sess^t  1 

h 

(371,273) 

(36U,U92)- 

. . .  .  . . . .  - . 

A(352,28l) 

f 

z (163, 931) 

"-■-ket 

~  -  .Pt-  7 

-°ss  * 

--Pity  n 

^-.the  n 

l 

* 

Rent  offered  (38,675  ,p_. R. )  '  l.:-"....  . 

- 

-i- (6,973) 

Loss  of  present  revenue  land  and  buildings 

(50,886  p.a.) 

Cost  to  City  in  capital  and  interest  repayments 

(352,089  p.a.) 


$1*00,000 


Q _ 5 _ IQ _ 2£ _ 20 _ YEARS 


$500,000 


IUoo,ooo 


$300,000 


$200,000 


$100,000 


+  VE 


0 


-VE 


$100,000 


$200,000 


$300,000 


Re  Vi 


Snue  assess 


5®ent  land 


(lU8,l5l) 


aild  gildings 

(180,807) 


(177,680) 


:fet  gain  or  ioss  t  n 
. . - .  oss  to  City 


'(161,350) 


on  the 


Projec t 
( 8U , 923 ) 


Loss  of  present  revenue  land  and  buildings 

(16,1*90  p.a.) 


Cost  to  City  in  capital  and  interest  repayments  (79,391*  p.a.) 


$1*00,000 
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SOURCES  OF  INFORMATION 

Estimated  costs  of  Expropriation  and  Acquisition 

(a)  The  Reports  of  the  Director  of  Real  Estate  to  the  Board 
of  Control  dated  17th  and  10th  March,  1 955. 

(b)  From  information  supplied  by  the  Department  of  Real  Estate. 
Present  Assessment 

(a)  City  Assessment  Rolls 

(b)  City  Tax  Information  Department 
Estimated  Future  Assessment 

(a)  Compiled  from  information  supplied  by  Assessment  Department, 
City  Hall. 

(b)  From  actuarial  tables  in  the  City  Treasurers  Department. 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  future  assessment  is  an  approximation 
and  should  only  be  used  as  a  guide.  It  does  however  give  a  fair 
comparison  of  the  developers  concerned. 

Debentures,  Sinking  Fund  and  Amortization 

City  Treasurers  Department. 

Population 

(a)  City  Assessment  Rolls 

(b)  Voters  Rolls. 

Miscellaneous 


Libraries,  Health,  Education  -  from  the  departments  concerned. 


October  Uth,  1955 


City  of  Toronto  Planning  Board, 
City  Hall  Annex, 

U65  Bay  Street, 

Toronto  1,  Ontario. 


Attention:  Mr.  M.B.M.  Lawson 


Gentlemen : 


We  have  carefully  reviewed  the  submissions  to,  and  the 
report  of,  the  Planning  Board  on  the  Wood  -  Wellesley  Redevelop¬ 
ment  area  and  wish  to  make  our  position  perfectly  clear. 

We  are  seriously  interested  in  either  the  development 
of  the  entire  two  block  area  bounded  by  Alexander,  Wellesley, 
Church  and  the  Subway  or  the  one  block  area  bounded  by  Alexander, 
Maitland,  Church  and  the  Subway.  We  much  prefer  the  former  and 
larger  plot  as  it  provides  sufficient  area  to  design  self-con¬ 
tained  park  and  playground  facilities,  similar  to  those  outlined 
in  our  original  proposal  and  we  feel  that  these  facilities  are 
vital  to  the  continuing  success  of  a  mid-town  housing  project 
of  this  size. 

We  do  not  favour  the  partial  development  plan  which 
involves  leaving  some  of  the  present  buildings  in  place,  because 
of  the  obvious  restrictions  on  design  and  additionally  the  mixed 
use  of  the  land  tends  to  lower  values  for  all  uses. 

The  Board  of  Control  have  to  date  considered  two  pro¬ 
posals  from  ourselves  which  varied  rather  widely  in  nature  and 
which  should  demonstrate  the  flexibility  of  our  group. 


2 


In  the  first  proposal,  we  were  prepared  to  pay  ONE 
MILLION,  TWO  HUNDRED  and  FIFTY  THOUSAND  DOLLARS  (§1,250,000.00) 
for  the  site  to  provide  1,9#2  suites  with. an  average  of  li 
bedrooms  per  suite  to  rent  for  §107.50  per  month  for  2  bedroom 
suites  and  §92.50  per  month  for  1  bedroom  suites.  You  can 
readily  appreciate  the  importance  of  the  relationship  between 
land  cost,  density  and  rental.  We  can  pay  more  for  the  land; 
we  can  lower  the  density.  But  to  do  so  we  must  increase  the 
rents,  if  we  are  to  maintain  the  quality  of  design  and  con¬ 
struction  which  has  already  been  set  for  the  area  by  the  City 
Park  project. 

We  are  most  anxious  to  maintain  a  rent  level  below 
§120.00  per  month  for  a  2  bedroom  suite  and  feel  that  in  a 
project  of  this  size  it  is  entirely  feasible  to  do  so  by 
careful  study  and  co-operation  between  the  Planning  Board  and 
our  Architect  Mr.  Charles  B.  Dolphin,  whom  you  know  to  be  one 
of  the  finest  design  architects  in  the  world. 

We  have  expressed  our  willingness  to  acquire  the  land 
either  by  freehold  or  leasehold.  Having  determined  the  economic 
cost  of  the  land  we  are  prepared  to  lease  the  land  at  a  rental 
of  5i%  of  the  cost  per  annum  on  a  50  year  lease  with  renewal 
options. 


While  our  financing  can  only  be  finalized  when  the 
scope  and  nature  of  the  project  have  been  determined,  we  have 
complete  confidence  in  being  able  to  finance  either  the  one 
or  two  block  plan. 

We  will  provide  a  contract  indemnifying  the  City  from 
any  loss  should  the  contract  not  be  carried  out  according  to 
agreement . 

We  would  recommend  that  the  Board  of  Control  take  the 
intermediate  step  of  determining : - 

1.  Area  to  be  developed 

2.  Sale  price  of  land 

3.  Desirable  density  and/or  minimum  assessment  value 
of  development. 

Given  this  information  we  would  be  in  a  position  to 
present  final  proposals  together  with  the  required  guarantees. 

Yours  very  truly, 

SOULES  CONSTRUCTION  LIMITED 


JMS :  bg 


Jack  M.  Soules 
President 


RIDOUT  REAL  ESTATE  LIMITED 


Executive  Offices  -  Walnut  4-7317 

G.H.  Ridout,  President  46  Bloor  St.  West 
A.S.  Archard,  Vice-President  Toronto,  Ontario. 
J.A.  Muir,  C.A. ,  Secretary  Treasurer 


October  5th,  1955 


To  the  Board  and  Members  of 

The  Board  of  Control, 

City  of  Toronto. 

Gentlemen : 

Wellesley  -  Maitland  -  Alexander  Streets 
Redevelopment  Area 

In  reference  to  this  Company’s  proposal  for  a 
redevelopment  of  the  above,  I  wish  to  place  before  you 
the  following  additional  information 

1)  Tenure 

On  Page  9  of  our  proposals,  it  was  stated 
that  on  the  expiry  of  the  leasehold,  the 
buildings  would  become  the  property  of  the  City 
for  a  ’’nominal  sum”. 

I  have  to  advise  you  that  the  ’’nominal 
sum”  shall  be  $1.00. 

2)  The  Developers  of  the  project  are  Ridout  Real 
Estate  Limited. 

3)  The  Principals  will  be  the  Consolidated  Builders 
Corporation.  The  Principals  of  the  Corporation 
are :  - 

Mr.  J.  D.  Fienberg  -  Hollwey  Construction  Ltd. 

Mr.  W.  Zeldin  -  Sanomo  Construction  Ltd. 

Mr.  L.  Shankman  -  Empire  Construction,  and 

Mr.  L.  Stulberg  -  M.  Stulberg  &  Sons  Ltd. 

4)  The  Architect  will  be  Mr.  Wilfred  Shulman. 

Yours  truly, 

RIDOUT  REAL  ESTATE  LIMITED 
’R.  K.  McCondochie’ 

R.  K.  McCondochie 

RKMcC/bk  Director  of  Research  &  Development 


INDUSTRIAL  LEASEHOLDS 


OF  TORONTO 
33  Bloor  St.  East 
Toronto,  Canada 
Phone  -  WAlnut  4-6641 


October  5th,  1955. 


City  of  Toronto  Planning  Board, 
City  Hall  Annex, 

465  Bay  St . , 

Toronto,  Ont. 


Re:  Area  designated  for  Redevelopment 

bounded  by  Alexander,  Church,  Wellesley 
and  T.T.C.  Right-of-way. 


Dear  Sir: 


We  have  made  a  careful  study  of  the  above  area  which 
has  been  proposed  for  redevelopment.  On  the  basis  of  this 
study,  we  wish  to  present  herewith  our  firm  proposal  for  the 
redevelopment  of  the  area  in  question. 

We  shall  not  go  into  any  detail  on  the  desirability 
of  a  redevelopment  of  the  area  which  is  well  known  to  you 
and  which  includes  increased  tax  revenue  to  the  city,  provision 
of  a  superior  type  of  accommodation  for  residents  of  the  area 
in  parklike  surroundings  with  outdoor  recreational  facilities, 
stabilization  of  commercial  values  in  the  central  area,  re¬ 
duction  of  traffic  congestion  resulting  from  the  residents  of 
the  development  walking  to  work  or  taking  the  subway  instead 
of  using  their  cars. 

The  proposal  we  here  present  is  with  reference  to 
all  or  part  of  the  area  designated  for  redevelopment  depend¬ 
ing  on  whether  or  not  the  city  wishes  to  expropriate  the 
buildings  on  the  north  side  of  Maitland  near  Church.  The 
different  areas  we  will  consider  here  are: 

Area  A  —  Bounded  by  Alexander,  Church,  Maitland  and 

T.T.C.  Right-of-way. 

Area  B  --  Includes  area  A  and  the  area  in  the  block  between 

Maitland  and  Wellesley  that  could  be  expropriated 
without  excessive  cost. 

Area  C  --  The  entire  area  designated  for  redevelopment 

bounded  by  Alexander,  Church,  Wellesley  and  T.T.C. 
Right-of-way . 
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Oct.  5th,  1955. 


City  of  Toronto  Planning  Board. 


We  are  also  willing  to  take  the  land  on  a  (l)  lease 
basis,  (2)  purchase  basis,  (3)  lease-purchase  basis. 

We  are  interested  in  redeveloping  any  of  the  three  areas 
indicated  and  acquire  the  land  on  any  of  the  above  arrangements. 

We  would  favour  redeveloping  Area  ,rCTT,  acquiring  the  land  on  a 
lease  basis. 

We  have  prepared  perspectives  and  plans  which  are  enclosed 
and  which  refer  specifically  to  Area  ,TArT,  that  is  the  block 
between  Alexander  and  Maitland  which  has  an  area  of  5  acres.  In 
view  of  the  fact  that  some  of  the  more  expensive  structures  in 
the  Maitland-Wellesley  block  may  not  be  expropriated  for  redev¬ 
elopment,  we  have  not  prepared  a  specific  plan  for  that  area. 

We  shall  here  refer  to  Area  nATf  with  the  understanding  that  our 
proposal  could  be  extended  to  Area  ,fB1T  or  Area  MC,f. 

Our  proposal  is  to  lease  the  land  from  the  city  for  a 
term  of  50  years  at  a  rental  based  on  of  the  value  of  the 
cleared  land.  We  are  willing  to  place  a  value  of  one  million 
dollars  on  the  land  and  our  4 %  rental  would  be  based  on  this 
sum.  At  the  end  of  the  lease  term,  the  site  would  revert  to  the 
city  and  the  city  would  be  able  to  redevelop  the  site  without 
the  cost  of  expropriation. 

The  development  we  are  proposing  would  have  a  density  of 
314  persons  per  acre  with  a  land  coverage  of  19.5$  and  300 
habitable  rooms  per  acre.  It  would  provide  for  amenities  such 
as  shown  on  our  plan  which  includes  a  large  open  area  with  a  fair 
number  of  large  trees,  outside  recreational  facilities  such  as 
a  tennis  court  and  a  swimming  pool.  We  feel  a  nursery  would  be 
a  desirable  facility  and  this  would  be  incorporated  in  the 
development.  We  will  provide  parking  for  700  cars,  which  repre¬ 
sents  parking  for  7&%  of  the  units.  The  number  of  apartment 
units  would  be  300  bachelor  apartments  and  620  one-bedroom 
apartments.  These  920  units  represent  a  building  cost  of 
approximately  $3,000.00  per  unit  or  a  total  cost  of  approximately 
$7,500,000.00.  We  felt  that  it  would  be  desirable  in  a  devel¬ 
opment  of  this  sort  to  have  largely  young  married  couples  or 
single  people  working  within  walking  distance  so  that  this 
development  would  help  reduce  traffic  congestion  in  the  downtown 
area  rather  than  increase  it.  Families  with  children  older  than 
3  years  should  preferably  reside  in  the  suburbs  in  a  house  with 
a  garden.  We  anticipate  that  the  married  couples  living  in 
this  development  would  move  into  a  house  of  their  own  when  their 
children  reached  the  age  when  they  should  have  a  yard  of  their 
own.  We  have,  therefore,  not  included  any  two-bedroom  apartments. 
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Oct.  5th,  1955. 


We  are,  however,  quite  open  on  this  point  and  we  would  be  willing 
to  include  two-bedroom  apartments  if  the  city  feels  they  would 
make  the  development  more  desirable.  We  would  also  increase  the 
amount  of  parking  if  it  is  considered  necessary  and  make  any 
other  changes  considered  essential  to  making  this  development  the 
type  of  development  the  city  would  like  to  see  in  this  area. 

Rentals  would  range  from  $75.00  to  $90.00  for  bachelor 
apartments  and  $90.00  to  $105.00  for  1  bedroom  apartments. 

Parking  would  be  $10.00  per  month. 

As  regards  relocation  of  the  present  residents  of  the  area, 
we  would  be  willing  to  give  them  priority  to  rent  apartments  in 
the  proposed  development.  The  redevelopment  might  be  carried  out 
in  stages  to  facilitate  the  relocation  of  the  present  residents 
in  the  development. 

We  are  willing  to  provide  a  performance  guarantee  which 
would  take  the  form  of  a  penalty  if  we  do  not  proceed  with  the 
development  within  one  year  from  the  time  of  signing  an  Agreement 
with  the  City,  on  the  assumption  that  the  land  will  be  cleared 
and  made  available  to  us  by  that  time.  This  penalty  would  be  a 
yearly  charge  of  $40,000.00  for  a  period  of  5  years  or  until 
such  time  as  the  site  is  taken  over  for  redevelopment,  whichever 
is  sooner. 

If  our  proposal  is  of  interest,  we  will  be  glad  to  sit  down 
and  iron  out  any  points  that  require  further  clarification  and 
draw  up  further  specifications  and  plans  to  prepare  the  basis  for 
an  agreement.  We  are  interested  in  proceeding  with  the  devel¬ 
opment  at  the  earliest  possible  date. 


Yours  truly, 

ALEXANDER-WELLESLEY  REDEVELOPMENT 
CORPORATION. 


HHR/ba 


H.  H.  Rubin 


WOOD-WELLESLEY  REDEVELOPMENT  AREA 

BY-LAW  NO.  18  746 

OUTLINE  COPY  OF  A  PROPOSAL  BY  INDUSTRIAL  LEASEHOLD  LTD. 

_  ~ _ XSUB*AY  EWT«»NC£ _ _ j 

WELLESLEY  STREET 
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CITY  OF  TORONTO  PLANNING  BOARD 


CHURCH  STREET 


INDUSTRIAL  LEASEHOLDS  LTD. 


Industrial  Leaseholds  Limited  put  forward  a  proposal  for  the  block  between 
Alexander  and  Maitland  Streets,  but  suggest  that  the  type  of  building  and  layout 
that  they  propose  could  be  readily  adapted  to  the  entire  redevelopment  area. 

The  proposed  buildings  are  in  effect  pairs  of  l£  storey  slabs  linked  on 
every  third  floor  by  glass  enclosed  corridors.  The  buildings  stand  on  columns 
so  that  the  ground  floor  is  largely  open.  Within  the  buildings  the  individual 
apartments  are  somewhat  smaller  than  the  ideal,  and  it  would  seem  from  the 
construction  cost  ($8,000)  that  they  might  not  reach  such  a  high  standard  of 
finish  as  other  proposals.  The  suggestion  that  elevators  should  only  stop  at 
every  third  floor  is  an  ingenious  one,  but  the  inconvenience  caused  to  residents 
who  would  have  to  either  walk  up  or  down  one  floor  would  not  seem  to  justify 
the  saving  in  initial  cost  that  this  would  give.  It  is  doubtful  also  whether 
the  fire  regulations  would  allow  the  proposal  without  some  modification  of  the 
suggested  escape  facilities. 

The  use  of  high  buildirgs  to  cut  down  the  overall  site  coverage  is  admir¬ 
able  and  the  placing  cf  the  buildings  on  columns  leaving  the  ground  floor  open 
except  for  entrance  lobbies  carries  it  a  stage  further.  Unfortunately  one  of 
each  pair  of  buildings  is  very  long  and  the  scale  in  consequence  may  be  somewhat 
overpowering  to  a  human  being.  (The  perspective  drawing  supplied  by  the 
developer  is  of  the  smaller  of  the  two  buildings  in  each  pair) 

There  is  a  considerable  amount  of  open  space  on  the  site,  most  of  which 
would  be  available  for  landscaping  and  the  growth  of  large  trees w as  the  parking 
is  on  two  floors  underground  and  consequently  occupies  a  relatively  small  area. 
However,  the  scale  of  the  buildings  only  one  block  removed  from  the  City  Park 
Apartments,  it  is  considered,  would  not  produce  the  best  solution  to  the 
planning  of  the  area. 

If  the  scheme  proposed  was  extended  to  cover  the  two  blocks  between 
Alexander  and  Wellesley  Streets,  some  modification  would  have  to  be  made  to  the 
building  types  as  the  scale  of  building  would  be  too  great. 

The  density  is  rather  higher  than  the  ideal,  but  the  slight  adjustment 
necessary  to  bring  it  down  to  a  more  reasonable  level  might  be  achieved 
without  too  much  difficulty.  The  ratio  of  apartment  sizes  could  also  be 
modified  to  include  a  number  of  2  bedroom  suites. 

The  underground  parking  arrangements  are  adequate  and  there  would  be  ample 
opportunity  to  increase  it  should  the  need  arise,  although  the  operation  of 
extending  a  two  deck  underground  garage  might  prove  an  expensive  one, 

FINANCES  - 

Full  taxes  would  be  paid  on  both  land  and  buildings. 

The  developers  are  most  anxious  to  enter  into  a  leasehold  arrangement  for 
the  land,  though  they  would  also  be  willing  to  enter  into  an  agreement  with  the 
City  on  a  purchase  or  lease-purchase  basis.  Assuming  a  leasehold  agreement, 
they  have  suggested  an  annual  ground  rent  of  $U0,000.00. 


When  considering  the  overall  income  to  the  City  from  this  proposal,  the 
fact  that  the  construction  costs  per  unit  is  only  $8,000,00  should  be  borne 
in  mind,  as  the  resulting  revenue  from  assessment  is  considerably  lower 
than  in  the  other  proposals.  The  developers  have  suggested  a  penalty  for 
not  starting  construction  within  one  year  from  the  date  of  signing  an 
agreement  with  the  City,  provided  the  land  was  available  to  them  by  that  time. 
The  penalty  to  be  $1*0,000.00  per  year  up  to  a  maximum  of  5  years.  This 
would  not  appear  to  be  adequate  to  cover  the  losses  the  City  could  sustain 
in  the  event  of  the  developer  failing  to  start  construction. 

Rents  have  been  specified  and  seem  reasonable  for  this  area,  although 
in  view  of  the  standard  of  accommodation  proposed  it  might  be  possible  to 
reduce  them  somewhat. 

AGREEMENT  - 

Adequate  safeguards  for  the  City  would  have  to  be  included  in  a  lease¬ 
hold  agreement  with  the  developers  to  ensure  that  the  development  was  in 
accordance  with  the  wishes  of  the  City  during  the  lifetime  of  the  project. 

RESIDENTS  CF  THE  AREA  - 

The  developers  suggest  staging  the  construction  programme  to  minimise 
the  relocation  problem  of  the  present  residents  of  the  area.  They  also 
suggest  that  present  residents  would  have  priority  in  renting  the  proposed 
apartments. 

RECOMMENDATIONS  - 

Although  the  proposal  put  forward  by  Industrial  Leasehold  Limited  has 
superficially  some  very  attractive  features,  ground  rent  and  openess  of  the 
site,  it  would  need  considerable  modification  to  bring  it  into  line  with 
the  best  that  might  be  expected  for  the  area. 


INDUSTRIAL  LEASEHOLDS 


Area  of  the  Site  - 

acres  . .  5> 

square  feet...  217,^30 

Area  of  the  Buildings  - 

acres  . . 

square  feet. . . 

Site  coverage  .  19.5$ 

No:  of  Apartments  - 

Units  Rooms 

Bachelor .  5  Ob'  300 

1  bedroom, ....  620  12i|0 

2  bedroom . 

Total .  920  19U0 

Parking  .  700  7Q% 

Density  units/acre  . .  18U 

Rooms/acre, . 308 

Present  Population* .  63h 

Density/acre. . . .  125> 

Proposed  Population. .  15>ii0 

Density/acre* . . .  308 

Estimated  Cost  of  Construction...  $7*500,000. 

Per  suit,  average .  $8,000. 


INDUSTRIAL  LEASEHOLDS 


Present  Assessment  - 


Buildings .  $259,725 

Land .  {132,1*18 

Total .  $392, 11*3 

Present  Revenue  per  annum  - 

Buildings  and  land......  $16,1*90 

Revenue  far  20  years  at  present 
rate  - 

Buildings  and  land . .  $329,800 

Estimated  cost  of  acquisition....  $1,603,959 

Payments  principle  and  interest: 

per  annum .  $117,951 

for  20  years . $2,359,020 

Total  Interest  paid .  $755,061 


Revenue  per  annum  after  21  years 
when  revenue  at  lowest 

Building  s . . 

Land. . 

Total . 

Rent  offered  p.a.... 

Present  revenue  per  annum  - 

Buildings  and  land. . . . . 


$137,025 

19,575 

$156,600 

Uo,ooo 


Total..  $196,600 


Difference  per  annum. . . . 
Difference  over  30  years 


t\  /\ 


$16,1*90 

$180,110 

85,1*03,300 


INDUSTRIAL  LEASEHOLDS 


GAIN  TO  CITY 

Assessment  1st  year: 

Buildings . . ,  $11,500,000 

Land .  1*5  0,0  00 

Total .  $1*,  950, 000 

Revenue  1st  year: 

Buildings . . , . . .  $195,750 

Land .  19,575 

Total . $215,325 

Revenue  20  years: 

Buildings .  $3,357,060 

Land .  391,500 

Total .  $3,7^8,560 

Ground  Rental  p.a.: .  $1*0, 000 

20  years. .  $800,000 


LOSS  TO  CITY 

Revenue  for  20  years  at  present 

rate  -  Buildings  and  Land,. .  $329,800 

Cost  to  City  in  principle  and 
interest  re -payment  over  20 

years.. .  $2,359,020 

Total  loss  to  City  over  20  years 
in  revenue  and  principle  and 

interest  repayments .  $2,688,820 

Result  - 

Difference  between  total  income  GAIN 

to  City  and  total  loss  to  City...  $ly8F?J7i*0 


o  5  10  15  20  YEARS 

$5oo,ooo 

$£100,000 

$300,000 

$200,000 

,(215,325) 

■■  Revenue  from  =  (180,110) 

“*“™  m  mtjmiJ&aa\  !- . - . 

1  ( 

$100,000 

(156,600)-''"/ 

,(120,881*)  ! 

. " . - . Set  Sain  or  loss  „n  +u 

. n  the  Project  • 

-4-  VE 

/ -(65,095) 

Rent  offered  (1*0,000  p.a.) 

0 

-VE 

Loss  of  present  revenue  land  and  buildings 
(16,1*90  p.a.) 

$100,000 

Cost  to  City  in  capital  and  interest  repayments  (117,951  p.a.) 

$200,000 

$300,000 

$Hoo,ooo 

r 

Soules  Ridout  Hubert  Industrial 

Construction  Real  Buildings  Leasehold 

Ltd.  *.  Estate  .  Ltd 

,  '  ‘  ‘  Ltd. 


Apts.  Balconies  Apts, 

Bachelor  388  -  I4.8O 

sq.ft 

1  bedroom  (small)  -  -  690 

sq.ft 

1  bedroom  (large)  -  -  710 

sq.ft 

1  bedroom  53k 

2  bedroom  686  -  960 

sq.ft 


RELATIONSHIP  %  TAKING  RIDOUT  AS  THE  STANDARD 


Balconies  Apts. Balconies  Apts. Balconies 


60 

sq.ft 

515 

92 

U56 

* * 

120 

sq.ft 

611 

92 

- 

- 

120 

sq.ft 

713 

139 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

535 

- 

120 

sq.ft 

966 

18k 

- 

— 

Bachelor 

1  bedroom  (small) 
1  bedroom  (large) 

1  bedroom 

2  bedroom 


80.8$ 


76.3% 

from  average 
71 M 


'/  V/  W  V/  V/  Wj/J/ JMM/J/ J/J/J/J/. 
/WV  /N  A  /X  /N  /\  /wr>\  A7w(  /\  A  /X 

107.2$  153.3$ 

95$ 

/x 

/\ 

/\ 

V 

* 

\/ 

"X* 

_y_ 

88.5$  76.7% 

- 

/•r 

V 

/X 

7” 

Assumed  * 

# 

100$  * 

100.1$  1X5.856 

- 

/\ 

-5c- 

* 

\/ 

/\ 

-$r 

\/ 

/C 

-  - 

76.1$ 

V 

\/ 

from  average 

A 

V  V/  w. 
/\  /X  /X 

X  /V  /\/X  />/>/>  MM  />  />■ O  /  X  / 

/X  /\  /\  >Ov  /X  /X  rt/\  /X  /X  /\  /X 

100.6$  153.3$ 

_  _ 

NOTE: 


Ridout  taken  as  100$ 


SUGGESTED  RENTALS  PUT  FORWARD  BY  THE  DEVELOPERS 


Soules 

Construction 

Ltd. 

Ridout 

Real 

Estate 

Ltd, 

Hubert 

Buildings 

Ltd 

Industrial 

Leasehold 

Bachelor. . . . 

7  5 

95-105 

90-125 

75-90 

1  bedroom 
(small) . . . 

98-125 

1  bedroom 
(large)... 

/ 

130-165 

1  bedroom, . . 

97 

110-115 

90-105 

2  bedroom. . . 

120 

120 

155-195 

- 

Parking 
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